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I have the honour to submit to the International Court of Justice, in 
accordance with Article 40 of its Statute read in conjunction with Article 35 
of its Rules of Court, an Application instituting proceedings on behalf of 
Greece against Turkey in the following case: 

The Subject of the Dispute 

1. On 1 November 1973 a decision was published in the Official Turkish 
Gazette granting the Turkish State Petroleum Company (TPAO) the right 
to carry out exploration for petroleum in 27 regions of the Aegean conti¬ 
nental shelf east of a line starting at the mouth of the Evros River in the 
north and extending southwards and to the west of the Greek islands of 
Chios and Psara. 

The area covered by these permits encroached upon the continental shelf 
of the Greek islands of Samothrace, Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, 
Chios, Psara and Antipsara, A copy of the Gazette and the accompanying 
map is set forth in Annex I. 

2. On 7 February 1974 the Government of Greece addressed a Note 
Verbale to the Government of Turkey in which it questioned the validity of 
the permits issued by the Turkish Government and reserved the sovereign 
rights of Greece over the continental shelf and the subsoil of the islands of 
Samothrace, Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, Chios, Psara and Antipsara 
for the purpose of exploring it and exploiting its natural resources. 

The Turkish Government replied on 27 February 1974 that there are vast 
submarine areas along and offshore the Turkish coast which constitute the 
natural prolongation of the Anatolian coast and therefore its continental 
shelf whereas the Greek islands lying very close to the Turkish coast do not 
possess a continental shelf of their own. The texts of the above-mentioned 
Notes Verbales are set forth in Annex U. 

3. On 24 May 1974 the Greek Government addressed a Note to the 
Turkish Government in which it declared that, while reserving its position, 
it was not opposed to a delimitation of the continental shelf between Greece 
and Turkey upon the basis of positive international law as codified by the 
Convention on the Continental Shelf signed at Geneva in 1958. The Turkish 
Government stated in response on 5 June 1974 that it was willing to discuss 
the matter within the framework of the rules of international law, 

4. On 14 June 1974 the Government of Greece addressed a further Note 
Verbale to the Government of Turkey, reaffirming and reserving all the 
sovereign rights of Greece over the continental shelf of the Greek islands 
opposite the Turkish coast. 

5. The Official Turkish Gazette of 18 July 1974 contained details of the 
grant of new exploration permits for petroleum in the Aegean Sea to the 
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Turkish Petroleum Company. These new permits extended the area of the 
original grants to the Turkish Petroleum Company further west of the Greek 
islands of Samothrace, Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, Psara, Antipsara and 
Chios, Furthermore, permits were granted for the first time in the southern 
Aegean to the north west and west of the islands of lkaria and the Dode¬ 
canese group of islands, including the island of Rhodes to the south. A copy 
of the Gazette and the accompanying map, as well as a map showing the 
area covered by successive exploration permits, issued by the Turkish 
Government, are included in Annex I. 

6. On 22 August 1974 the Government of Greece addressed a Note to the 
Government of Turkey regretting the action of Turkey in granting exploration 
permits for petroleum to the Turkish Petroleum Company in the Aegean Sea 
westwards of the Greek islands, and stating that the sovereign rights of 
Greece for the purpose of exploring and exploiting the natural resources of 
the continental shelf of the said islands were exclusive to Greece. Conse¬ 
quently, the Greek Government lodged a vigorous protest with the Turkish 
Government and stated that it did not recognise any validity in the actions 
of the Turkish Government which were in contradiction with the rules of 
international law. 

7. On 16 September 1974 the Turkish Government rejected the aforesaid 
Note of protest, stating that the said areas were part of the Turkish con¬ 
tinental shelf; but added that a mutually acceptable solution of the problems 
of delimiting the said sea areas of the Aegean, whose opposite coasts both 
countries share, should be reached through negotiations. 

8. There followed discussions between the Ambassador of Greece in 
Ankara and the Turkish Government, which led to the Government of 
Greece addressing a further Note to the Turkish Government on 27 January 
1975. This recalled the latter's assurances that Turkey was animated by a 
spirit of conciliation, and the Government of Greece proposed that the 
differences over the applicable law, as over the substance of the matter, be 
referred to the International Court of Justice. 

9. On 6 February 1975 the Government of Turkey replied in a Note 
Verbale to the Government of Greece in which it said that it was the con¬ 
sidered view of the Turkish Government that various vital questions con¬ 
cerning the Aegean Sea were still outstanding between Greece and Turkey, 
which should be settled through peaceful means. The Government of Turkey 
stated that “in principle it favourably considers the Greek Government’s 
proposal to refer the dispute of the delimitation of the Aegean continental 
shelf jointly to the International Court of Justice” and proposed that high- 
level talks be initiated between the two Governments. 

10. On 10 February 1975 the Government of Greece addressed a Note 
Verbale to the Government of Turkey in which it stated that it agreed that, 
following suitable preparation, talks should be held in order to draft the 
terms of the special agreement to submit the matter to the International 
Court of Justice. 

11. The texts of the Notes mentioned in the above paragraphs 2 to 4 and 
6 to 10 are set forth in Annex U. 

12. The Foreign Ministers of Greece and Turkey met with their advisers 
on 17-19 May 1975 in Rome. The Greek side submitted a draft text of a 
compromis for negotiation. The Turkish side stated that they were not ready 
to discuss it, and argued that substantive negotiations should first take place. 
The meeting ended with the issuance of a communique on 19 May 1975, 
in which it was stated that: 
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“Les questions relatives au plateau continental de la mer Egee ont 6te 
discutees et une premiere etude d’un texte de compromis concernant la 
soumission de 1’affaire devant la Cour internationale de Justice a eu 
lieu.” 

13. (1) On 31 May 1975 the Prime Ministers of Greece and Turkey met 
in Brussels and issued a joint communique stating that they had decided 
that the problems dividing the two.countries should be resolved peace¬ 
fully “et, au sujet du plateau continental de la mer Egee, par la Cour 
internationale de La Haye”. The text of the communique is set forth 
in Annex HI. 

(2) Under the Brussels agreement the meeting of experts on the continental 
shelf was to be expedited. Following persistent efforts of the Greek 
Government to fix a date and venue for the meeting of experts with a 
view to drafting a special agreement, the Turkish side agreed to fix it for 
25-27 September 1975 in Paris. This meeting did not take place as the 
Turkish Government chose to postpone it at the last moment. 

14. On 30 September 1975 the Government of Turkey addressed a Note 
to the Government of Greece in which it recalled that at the meeting in 
Rome mentioned in paragraph 12 the Turkish Foreign Minister had said 
that it would not be in the interests of the two countries to submit the dispute 
to the International Court of Justice without first attempting meaningful 
negotiations, while the Greek Foreign Minister had argued that the dispute 
be taken directly to the International Court of Justice. The Turkish Foreign 
Minister added that “some aspects of the continental shelf concept are yet 
to be established. For this reason the principles to be applied can best be 
determined between the countries concerned.” The Turkish Government 
reiterated its point of view that the best method of solving these differences 
was bilateral negotiations leading to a just and fair agreement based on 
equitable principles. 

15. On 2 October 1975 the Government of Greece replied to this Turkish 
Note. It recalled that the issue of the continental shelf was clearly one of 
delimitation, and that it had previously been agreed that this was to be 
settled by the International Court of Justice; and also that the initiation of 
Court proceedings would take precedence over possible talks. The Govern¬ 
ment of Greece called upon the Government of Turkey to agree to an early 
drafting of the special agreement which would enable the International 
Court of Justice to proceed to the delimitation of the continental shelf 
appertaining to the two countries. 

16. On 18 November 1975 the Government of Turkey addressed a Note 
to the Government of Greece in which it said that the present differences had 
arisen because the continental shelf of the Aegean had yet to be delimited. 
It said that it had consistently pointed out that, due to the extremely complex 
problems involved in drawing a boundary line and to the particularities of 
the region, the delimitation of the area could only be realized jointly if an 
equitable solution, acceptable to both sides, were found. The Turkish 
Government did not share the Greek interpretation of the previous corres¬ 
pondence, namely that the parties had already agreed to refer the dispute 
to the International Court of Justice, and it invited the Government of 
Greece to a meeting with the aim of conducting meaningful negotiations, 

17. On 19 December 1975 the Government of Greece replied, stating that 
the Notes exchanged between the two Governments revealed that they were 
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in disagreement concerning the principles of international law applicable to 
the delimitation of the continental shelf, and their application in the concrete 
case of the Aegean Sea. The Government of Greece said that, since nego¬ 
tiations were necessary for the purpose of drafting a special agreement to 
submit the matter to the International Court of Justice, it was understood 
that, if the Government of Turkey in the course of such negotiations should 
make proposals relative to the removal of the points of disagreement between 
the two Governments, these would constitute the object of appropriate study. 

18. The texts of the Notes mentioned in paragraphs 14 to 17 are set forth 
in Annex IV. 

19. A meeting of delegations and experts of both Greece and Turkey met 
in Berne from 31 January to 2 February 1976 but no agreement was reached 
upon any communique. Following the meeting, the Government of Turkey 
addressed a Note to the Government of Greece, on 15 March 1976, stating 
that it believed that future meetings should take the form of meaningful 
negotiations. 

20. On 22 May 1976 the Government of Greece addressed a Note to the 
Government of Turkey, in which it recalled the position stated in its Note 
of 19 December 1975, and the fact that the correspondence between the 
two Governments had revealed the existence of a dispute which, con¬ 
sistent with the exchanges of Notes between them, ought to be submitted 
to the International Court of Justice. The Note stated that at the Berne 
meeting the Greek delegation had emphasized three fundamental legal 
points, namely: 

(a) the territorial and political unity of the continental and insular parts of 
the Greek State; 

(h) the existence of a continental shelf appurtenant to the Greek islands 
concerned; 

(c) the application of the rule of the median line between opposite coasts as 
the line of delimitation in the seabed between the Greek islands and the 
Turkish territories. 

The Turkish delegation, the Note recalled, had stated that the islands of 
Limnos, Chios, Samos, Lesbos, Aghios Eustratios, Ikaria and Kos could not 
have a continental shelf because they were mere protuberances of the Turkish 
continental shelf. The Greek Note concluded by saying that negotiations 
could not take place in derogation from the norms of international law 
concerning the division of the continental shelf, and by expressing the hope 
that the next meeting would yield a more promising exchange of views, 
failing which, the Note said, the only course would be for the two Govern¬ 
ments to proceed to the drafting of a special agreement to refer the matter 
to the International Court, conformably with engagements taken between 
them. 

21. The texts of the Notes mentioned in paragraphs 19 and 20 are set 
forth in Annex V. 

22. A meeting of delegations and experts of the Governments of Greece 
and Turkey took place in Berne on 19 and 20 June 1976. At that meeting the 
Government of Greece stated its fundamental position as follows: 

(1) The rule of international law respecting the delimitation of common 
continental shelf boundaries in the case of opposite States is the median 
line rule. 

(2) This rule applies whether the delimitation concerns insular or con- 
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tinental seabeds, provided there is continuous seabed between the 
opposite States which conforms with the definition of continental 
shelf, 

(3) Since this rule confers legal rights upon Greece, it follows that Greece 
is under no obligation to negotiate a settlement which would involve 
any surrender of these rights. 

(4) In particular, no provisions of the United Nations Charter require 
negotiation rather than judicial settlement in the case of any right of a 
Member which is contested by another Member. 

(5) In particular, no special rule of customary international law exists 
which requires States that are on opposite sides of a common continental 
shelf to negotiate a boundary except by reference to the application of 
the median line rule. 

The text of this statement is set forth in Annex VI. 

23. The Turkish delegation did not directly answer the question put to it 
in the aforesaid statement. In particular, it'declined to answer the question 
whether it wished Greece to waive rights vested in her by international law, 
in order to reach a solution of the dispute, 

24. It is to be recalled that from 29 May to 4 June 1974 the Turkish 
hydrographic vessel Candarli accompanied by 32 warships of the Turkish 
Navy cruised the north eastern and central part of the Aegean in order to 
carry out magnetometric exploration. The vessel sailed along the western 
limits of the area encompassing the exploration permits granted to the 
Turkish Petroleum Company on 1 November 1973. 

The Greek Government reacted by sending a naval force to the spot with 
orders to show the flag and to plot the course of the research vessel and her 
covering force. 

On 14 June 1974 the Greek Government lodged a vigorous protest with 
the Turkish Government against the violation by the Turkish research vessel 
of the sovereign rights of Greece over the continental shelf of the islands of 
Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, Skyros, Psara, Antipsara and Chios and 
reaffirming and reserving all the rights of Greece over the continental shelf of 
the Greek islands opposite the Turkish coast. On 4 July 1974 the Turkish 
Government rejected the Greek protest. 

The sortie of the Turkish research vessel and the manner in which it was 
carried out gave rise to extreme tension as attested by news reports and 
leading articles published in the press of the two countries. 

25. A Press release issued after the meeting of the National Security 
Council of Turkey on 13 July 1976, which took place under the chairmanship 
of the President of the Turkish Republic, mentions that in the course of this 
meeting consideration had been given to the information provided to the 
Council concerning researches which would be undertaken by the seismic 
research vessel MTA-Sismik I in the Turkish territorial sea and in the high 
seas. The Press release added that it had been decided to recommend to the 
Government that it should take all appropriate measures so that the scientific 
researches of the ship would be achieved normally. This communique was 
followed by a clarification published by the newspaper Milliyet on 14 July 
1976. This stated that official Turkish sources, referring to the expression 
“appropriate measures” mentioned in the Press release above referred to, 
stated that Sismik / would not be accompanied by warships but that none¬ 
theless all necessary measures would be taken so as to detect immediately 
any attack against the vessel and to respond instantaneously in case of such 
attack. In order to guarantee that the vessel would be able to carry out its 
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researches normally, its movements would be followed by special devices. It 
was said that this was the sense of the communique of the National Security 
Council. 

The texts of these documents are set forth in Annex VII. 

26. (a) On 21 July 1976 and again on 23 July 1976 the Greek Ambassador 
in Ankara conveyed to the Turkish Foreign Minister, in most explicit 
terms, the grave concern of the Greek Government over the infringement 
of the legal rights of Greece by way of an eventual exploration without 
its consent of the continental shelf in the Aegean Sea appertaining to 
Greece. He also pointed out the prejudicial effects of such exploratory 
activity on the relations between the two countries and, more generally, 
on the situation in the Aegean, 

(b) In an effort to prevent these undesirable developments the Greek Govern¬ 
ment considered certain oral assurances given to the Greek Ambassador 
in Ankara by the Turkish Foreign Minister, w'ith a view to ensuring 
that the researches made by the vessel Sismik I would be purely scientific 
and would in no case encroach upon the sovereign rights of Greece on 
her continental shelf. However, before being apprised of the final views 
of the Greek Government, the Turkish Foreign Minister, who had not 
spared the time to receive the Greek Ambassador previously, made a 
public statement over the Turkish radio and television system, which by 
its very nature effectively terminated these deliberations. 

(c) On 6 August 1976, as of 19.45 hours, the Turkish research vessel MTA- 
Sismik / was observed engaging in seismic exploration of an area of the 
continental shelf of the Aegean appertaining to Greece and comprised 
within the following coordinates: 


Lat. 39 26.5 N- 

Long. 25 50.5 

E 


39 25 


„ 25 48 

11 

11 

39 22 

11 

„ 25 45 

11 

11 

39 23 

11 

„ 25 44 

11 

11 

39 26 


„ 25 45 

11 

J J 

39 28 

i y 

„ 25 44 

1i 

it 

39 30 

— 

„ 25 43 



Seismic exploration of the Greek continental shelf ceased on 7 August 
at 00.30 hour. 

(d) On 7 August the Greek Government addressed a Note to the Turkish 
Government, in which it protested against the violation of its legal rights, 
requested that the latter take all necessary measures to ensure that this 
violation would not recur in the future and reserved all its rights under 
international law. On 8 August 1976 the Turkish Government rejected 
the Greek protest w'hich it “deemed devoid of any bases and totally 
unacceptable”. It also stated that the “research activities should be 
carried out in accordance with the established programme”. 

(e) On 7 and 8 August 1976, the Turkish research vessel escorted by a 
Turkish minesweeper and, intermittently, by Turkish aircraft, continued 
its exploration of the Greek continental shelf in an area comprised within 
the following coordinates: 

Lat. 39 25 N - Long. 25 54 E 

„ 39 22.5 „ - „ 25 47.2 „ 

„ 39 20 „ 25 40 „ 
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Lat. 39 20.7 N - Long. 25 37 E 

„ 39 25.8 „ - „ 

25 32.6 „ 

„ 39 34 „ - „ 

25 25.2 „ 

„ 39 40 „ - „ 

25 23.5 „ 

„ 39 40 „ 

25 27.2 „ 

„ 39 30.7 „ - „ 

25 33.5 „ 

„ 39 22.2 „ - „ 

25 38.7 „ 

„ 39 22.5 „ - „ 

25 41.3 „ 

„ 39 34.5 „ - „ 

25 36 „ 

„ 39 43.5,,- „ 

25 28.5 „ 

„ 39 42 „ 

25 32.2 „ 

» 39 29.6 „ - „ 

25 43.5 „ 

.. 39 24.9 „ - „ 

25 48 „ 

„ 39 27.4 „ - „ 

25 48.2 „ 


(f) On 9 August the Greek Government sent a Note to the Turkish Govern¬ 
ment indicating that: 

(i) it could not accept the grounds for the rejection of its protest; 

(ii) the illegal explorations of the Greek continental shelf continued 
as set forth above; and 

(iii) the military escort provided to the Turkish research vessel rendered 
the circumstances of the violation of its sovereign rights particularly 
aggravating. 

The Greek Government lodged a solemn and vigorous protest against 
these actions, requested the Turkish Government to cease these activities 
and refrain from any ulterior provocative action, and reiterated the 
reservation of its legal rights on the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea 
appertaining to Greece. 

The texts of the Turkish Foreign Minister’s public statement mentioned 
in subparagraph (b) above, of the Greek Government’s protest dated 7 
August 1976 and of the Turkish Note dated 8 August mentioned in sub- 
paragraph (d) above, of the Greek Note dated 9 August 1976 and the 
Memorandum therein referred to, and addressed by the Greek Embassy to 
the Turkish Foreign Ministry on 24 March 1976, mentioned in subparagraph 
(f) above, appear in Annex VIII. 

27. Activities of Turkey in conducting exploration on the continental 
shelf of Greece would constitute a violation of the sovereign rights of Greece 
and the exclusivity possessed by Greece under international law to explore 
and exploit its continental shelf and to conserve the knowledge of the geo¬ 
physical properties thereof, or to grant licences for exploitation and explo¬ 
ration or permission for the conduct of scientific research. Such activities 
would constitute a grave aggravation of the situation and threaten the peace 
and security of the area. 


The Law 

28. In the circumstances which are described in the preceding paragraphs 
of this Application, and which the Government of Greece will set out more 
fully in its Memorial and in subsequent written and oral pleadings, it is clear 
that a legal dispute, which it has not been possible to resolve through nego- 
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tiations, exists between Greece and Turkey concerning their respective legal 
rights to explore and exploit the continental shelf of the Aegean, 

29. The Government of Greece contends that all the islands under the 
sovereignty of Greece and in particular the islands of Samothrace, Limnos, 
Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, Chios, Psara, Antipsara, Samos, Ikaria and all 
the islands of the Dodecanese group (Patnios, Leros, Kalininos, Kos, 
Astypalaia, Nisiros, Tilos, Simi, Chalki, Rhodes, Karpathos, etc.) herein¬ 
after called the Islands, which lie upon the continental shelf that extends 
beneath the Aegean Sea between Greece and Turkey, arc an integral part of 
Greek territory which is entitled to the portion of this continental shelf which 
appertains to them; and that by virtue of the operation of the principles of 
international law concerning the continental shelf, the following legal rules 
apply, namely: 

(1) That, taking into account the territorial and political unity of Greece, 
Greece has exclusive rights to exploration and exploitation of the portions 
of the continental shelf appertaining to the said Islands; and that no 
research may be carried out without the consent of Greece. 

(2) That since the said Islands are opposite the coast of Turkey, the delimi¬ 
tation of the portions of the continental shelf which appertain respectively 
to Greece and Turkey is to be effected by reference to the point at which 
respectively the natural prolongations of the Greek and Turkish terri¬ 
tories, whether insular or continental, meet and overlap; and that that 
point can only be the median line between the said Islands and such 
baselines as are lawfully established for the delimitation of the Turkish 
territorial sea, so that an equal division of the particular area is achieved. 

30. Activities of Turkey described in paragraphs 25 and 26 above constitute 
infringements of the exclusive sovereign rights of Greece to the exploration 
and exploitation of the continental shelf appertaining to Greece. 

31. The dispute is confined to the continental shelT adjacent to the said 
Islands and does not concern any other part of the Aegean Sea or seabed 
thereof. 


Jurisdiction 

32. The present dispute is submitted to the Court on the following basis: 

(1) Article 17 of the General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes, 1928, read together with Articles 36(1) and 37 of the Statute of 
the Court. Respectively on 14 September 1931 and 26 June 1934, Greece 
and Turkey acceded to this instrunient. which is still in force for both of 
them. The texts of these accessions were accompanied by declarations 
which are irrelevant to the present case. These texts arc set forth in 
Annexes IX and X. 

(2) The joint communique of Brussels of 31 May 1975, which followed 
previous exchange of views, states that the Prime Ministers of Greece 
and Turkey have decided that the problems dividing the two countries 
should be resolved peacefully “et, au sujet du plateau continental dc 
la mer Egee, par la Cour internationale de La Haye”. The two Govern¬ 
ments thereby jointly and severally accepted the jurisdiction of the Court 
in the present matter, pursuant to Article 36(1) of the Statute of the Court. 
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Reserving Its Rights to Supplement or Amend Its Request, and 
Subject to the Subsequent Presentation to the Court of any Evidence 
and Argument, the Government of Greece Requests the Court to 
Adjudge and Declare: 

(i) that the Greek islands referred to in paragraph 29 above, as part of the 
territory of Greece, are entitled to the portion of the continental shelf 
which appertains to them according to the applicable principles and 
rules of international law; 

(ii) what is the course of the boundary (or boundaries) between the portions 
of the continental shelf appertaining to Greece and Turkey in the Aegean 
Sea in accordance with the principles and rules of international law 
which the Court shall determine to be applicable to the delimitation of 
the continental shelf in the aforesaid areas of the Aegean Sea; 

(iii) that Greece is entitled to exercise over its continental shelf sovereign 
and exclusive rights for the purpose of researching and exploring it and 
exploiting its natural resources; 

(iv) that Turkey is not entitled to undertake any activities on the Greek 
continental shelf, whether by exploration, exploitation, research or 
otherwise, without the consent of Greece; 

(v) that the activities of Turkey described in paragraphs 25 and 26 above 
constitute infringements of the sovereign and exclusive rights of Greece 
to explore and exploit its continental shelf or to authorize scientific 
research respecting the continental shelf; 

(vi) that Turkey shall not continue any further activities as described above 
in subparagraph (iv) within the areas of the continental shelf which the 
Court shall adjudge appertain to Greece. 

The Hague, 10 August 1976. 


(Signed) Nicolas Karandreas, 

Ambassador of Greece at The Hague, 
Agent for the Government of Greece. 
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Annex I 


Decisions of the Turkish Government Granting Permits for the 
Exploration and Exploitation of the Continental Shelf of the 
Aegean, Published in the Official Gazette of the Turkish Government 


(a) Official Gazette of the Turkish Government, I November 1973 
Publication of the Official Turkish Gazette in its issue of 1 November 1973 

showing the granting of 27 exploration permits for petroleum in the Aegean 
Sea to the Turkish Petroleum Company. (See p. 15.) 

(b) Official Gazette of the Turkish Government, 6 June 1974 

Publication of the Official Turkish Gazette in its issue of 6 June 1974 
showing the granting of new exploration permits for petroleum in the Aegean 
Sea to the Turkish Petroleum Company. Permits granted in accordance 
with decision No. 7/8308 of the Turkish Government. (See p. 17.) 

(c) Official Gazette of the Turkish Government, 18 July 1974 

Publication of the Official Turkish Gazette in its issue of 18 July 1974 
showing the granting of new exploration permits for petroleum in the Aegean 
Sea to the Turkish Petroleum Company. (See pp. 18 and 19.) 
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(a) 


Publication of the Official Turkish Gazette in its issue of 1 November 1973 
showing 27 oil concessions granted by the Turkish Government to the 
Turkish Petroleum Company 



Altind*4 Sulh Hukuk HlkJmUftnden ; 


1972/1095 

Davacilar Mustafa Turgut v* difier 7 hlssedtn vektlleri Avtikat Kjy- 
ct Ch.pmar tara/mdan davalilar Suleyman Akalm ve dl£er 10 hlasedar> 
ri nleyhlerinc acilan Izalel >uyuu lUvasinm ytptlan muhakemeslnda: 

Dnvahlardan Hamm .'pnhin ve Osman Sarisen adlanna iLinen teb- 
;nt yapildifr halde duruymayi jjeLmediklerindcn haklanrtda verllen *l- 
p hnnmn da LlAntn yapilinasina karar verildigirbuen durujroa f.lml 
in G/J2/1973 tarihlnde durujinaya gelmedift ve kendtlerlnl de bir vekllle 
:nsil ettirmclerl ok si halde dunt$mamn Ciyaplarmda oLa^afi giyap ye- 
ic kalm olmak tlzere LI in olunur. 14702 


I9T2/109S 

Oavacilar Mustafa Turtut ve dlfer 7 hlssedan veldllert Avukat Kiy- 
et Oxprnar tnrarindan davalilar Silleyman Akaltn ve dlSer IQ hlasedar- 
n aleyhlerinc acilan fcxalel ?tiyuu davasinin yapilan muhakemesinde : 

Davaltlardan Tevflk Tezcan adina c>karttlan tebll£atm bill tebllfl 
1c edUdiil »nl»*]ldi6mdan vc zabitaca da adresimn bulunemadifuidan 
vetlycnln Res ml Gazete Ub ^ikartilmasina karar verllmL^tlr. 

Karar tcrt^ince adi je^en davahlardan Tevfik Tezcan'in duruyma 


ftlnU olan 6/12/1973 Perjemba filnu seat 9.4Q da kerxlisird btr vekilla 
temsSl ettlrmesi akal halde fiyap karan uyguianacagi da rail y« yerlne kalm 
Clniak itacra llSnen tebll* olunur. U703 


* I»tin but Menkul Kiymetler vt Kunblyo Borsisi Hadna Komlser- 
Uflnden: 

Merkezl lstanbul'da bulunan Alarko Holding A. $. tarafindan Ihrac 
oilman 7 yil vadell % 15 faizll 5 000 lira Ittbart dcferde 2000 adet, 10.000 
lira Itlbari deCerde lOOO adet toplom, 20000.000 llralik hnmiline yaztii 
Uhvliler 22/10/1973 tariilinden Itibaren Bors* kotuna kayit va tescll edlt- 
mlitlr. 15064 


Petrel ljleri Genel MlidlirSiitOnden ; 


I No. Ju Mamiaro ve IK No. lu Ecj petrol bolgelerlnln batisinda. 
EC* DcnLtinde Tlirlc Karasulan dijmda v; ktt'a sahanlifind* bulunan 
vc bu ilAn lie biriiktc nejrediJen hariUida hudutlan tesplt oiunan saha- 
l*ra *ArmJ olmak tizere 18/10/1973 larihindc Tilrkiye Petroller! Anonlm 
Oitakhjinn 27 adet petrol arama ruhsatnamed vcrlldiji Petrol Kanu- 
numm 38/1 inci maddesinin (h) fikrasi muclblncc ilin olunur. 



TUrkJya Peirollerl Anomm OrLakhgina rerllen petrol arama ruh sat name lerlnl gdstemn ha/ita 


18004/11 
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(b) 

Publication of the Official Turkish Gazette in its issue of 6 June 1974 showing 
new oil concessions granted by the Turkish Government to the Turkish 
Petroleum Company. The concessions were granted in accordance with deci¬ 
sion No. 7/8308 of the Turkish Government. 



(b) 


KARARNAMELER 


A’d/or SayiJi .* 7/&J0S 

I n LX rmmarah Petrol BOlcelcrlnLn batumrta Ege Denizlixle TUrk 
irdsulan dijintld ve TUrklye'yo ait kit* sahanliklan lizertrvde bulunan 
|lJ$£k 1/200 000 ftl^ekli harltad* hudutlan tesblt oilman sahalarda TUr- 
ye Petrolleri Anonlm OrUkhii lan/mdan i20 Nlsan 1958 tanhlode 
mevre’de imulsnanik 1Q/6/IH64 taiihinde yiirUrlUge girmi$ bulunon 
t*» S*haniiji haklundaki MUlctlenriai Stizlegmc hiiktimlerlne v« ezol- 
:!■ bu S&zlesmemn 8 ur.cu madrteeltide derpiv cdtldigl Uzere Kit'd S;v- 
jtfjimdtkl jul»r Ik have statustine ve sbzk;menln 5/1. mmdd«md«kl 
Jikcihk ve llml dra$Urmdl*r bususundakl kaldclcre rtayet etmek $*r- 
Lie) v« Ptiroi Kuuanunun ruhsatnim* adcdlnJn tahrildi ite Ugllt hiikmli 
jznda ktitn huktlmlerl uyguluunak ILwre. 6525 saytli Petrol Kinunu- 
m 3 Unctl maddeilnln B Lricf fjkrasuun ib> bend I Ik 5/4/1873 Urihll ve 
03 ftijUi Petrol Reformu Kanunu 11* deficit tyru maddenin id) ben- 
vU Tdiili tarUe uypun petrol d/nellyati jdpilmisin* kin Terilmesl; Dl$Lj- 
1 Bakanlifinw. Gdnelkurmay BajkenlifiLntn uygun ttsrtijLeuno dayanan 
«*rjl ve TBbU KjiymkJir Bakanlirnm 13/1/1974 tgnhli ve 37-494/01078 
Till ysaaian Userlne, *Oxtl edileo JCanumin 45 tnct middealnia 1702 wyiti 


Kdnumin 20. moddeslyle defljlk 1 ncl Iikrdsind (lire. BakinlaT Kurultmc* 
2/5/1974 tarlblnde kararLujtinlraijUr. 

cumhurba$kani 
FAHKt $. KORUrORK 

Uevkl Biktm 

Owbvkm Di.thikj.Ti Yaxtiimcui D**lei Bakim Devk* Bikini 

B. ECEVtT Prof. Dr-N-ERBAKAN O EYVBVCLU L It. BlRLER 

Bciist Bdkint Adair t Bikini Mill! Sivuiuna Bikini 

S. A. EM RE $. KAZAN H . WK 

Jcnir-ni Bikini Dijijlrri Bikini Mlltve Bal«i 

O. ASILtOrK Prvt. Of- T. CONES ft*. Dr. V. BAYKAL 

'M-iill Ei^kn Bikini By mdirilk linkin' Tifl/rt finkjAi 

M. OstOndaC E- CEYIKCE f. ADAK 

Sii. »r $o«- Y, BAani Ctim vc TckrJ Bikini Crdi * T*nm *r Hi». Bafcaai 

5. CiZREUoCLU At. TVKKML.WCLU Pr»f. K- 07AL 

Dhftunu Bikini Caitm S*niri*tT«4. Bnki<u 

F. COLEY 0. SAV A. DOCRU 

En-veTiB kn. Bikini Turinn *t Tin. B-kiiu Imir ve Idian Bnkmj 

C KAYKA o. Bitten A. TOPUZ 

Kqy ]»■ Wf kivip. Bikini Ormm Bikini Cent- *« Sjv»r Blkwu 

M. OK A. SENER U. Y. METE 



jltat ; I/IOO ooO 




Sahifc: 2 


(C) 

(Resml GucU) 


18 TEMWUZ 1 


Publication of the Official Tur¬ 
kish Gazette in its issue of 18 July 
1974 showing new oil concessions 
granted by the Turkish Govern¬ 
ment to the Turkish Petroleum 
Company. The concessions were 
granted in accordance with deci¬ 
sion No. 7/8594 of the Turkish 
Government. 









18 TEMMUZ 1974 


(C) 

(Rr*ml Cuete) 


Sehife: 3 



JURKIYE PfTRmjLfdi 4 0 4* a OEItiz TURK KIT* 
54HAN*l6rN04 VERJLER PETROL 4R4H* RUHSiTfNI 6MTERJR KROKI 


Karar Sayin : 7/iIW 

Cn Denlzlnds n Akdnnlxd* T t» IX ouniMRll p*trol belptrrinln 
v* karwulanmisin dijinCU v« Turk Kit'i Sahenlifinda tmlunan v# ekJJ 
haritalarda hududan tesplt olunan tahmiarda (A^ik deals »ulan y* bu «u< 
Larin tlstUndekl have ikhau 11a bulikcilik 11ml ar*$t>rmalar hujusundekl 
datletlerareai hukuk kurallanna rlayet etxnik iarUyla> 1703 sayili Patrol 
fteformu Kanunq lit defljlk 6318 sayili Patrol Kanununun arama ruhaat- 
lan lie Uflll mlktar, fenLflik va fekl* alt hUkdmlert dt>tndak1 dlfer hU- 
kUmJeri uyfulanmak tlzera TUrklyc Petrolled Anonlm Ortakhtina bloklar 
hallnda 4 adat petrol araraa nthsatnamesl y*rtln*sl. 34/8/1073 tarlhil w 
7/7317 tayih Kartmamryt dayanilarak 1 Kasim 1973 Urlhll ResmJ Gai*- 
te'da ne? red lien harlta hudutlannio *a budutlar Otertnda yanli 1 be renin 
ekll harltada oldufu yekllda defl^tlrtlmes!; Di^ljlarl Bakanlifuun e« Oe 
atlkunnay Baskanhfuun uyftin c&rU$lerln# dayanari EtierJI va Tabtl Kay* 
naklar BekanJiJimn 1/7/1974 Urlhll to 37-839/05360 sayili yazilan Uzerlne, 
aOxtl edllan Kanunun 45. meddesinin 1703 ssyiU Kammun 30. maddest U* 
detlatk 9. fikrmsma |0ra, Bakanlar Kurulunca 3/7/1974 tarlhlnde kararlaf- 
bdlmifto, 

arMiiuwusMm 

tAHRl $■ KURUTORK 


OttM Bek tar 

Boebattft Biibtliu Yi«in»rtii 

B. ECEYtT Rr*t. Dt. rtf. ERBAKAN 


tWVl Bikini 

O. £> OBOCLV 


tV»Vt Bdinl 

/- H. BIRLER 


P«vVl Btkut 
J. A. EURE 

tcfcW Btkint 

O. ASILTORK 

Willi Elkn Bikini 

U- OSTONDaC 

Sal wWV Bftktiu 
5 , CllRCLlOCLU 

Ulan ii*ii BUiru 

r C OlEY 

Eft. Tel. Kiv- Bikini 
C. KAYRA 

Kir 1»- w K«d. Bikini 
. V. OK 


Adal^t Bikini 
5- KAZAN 

DiiHleri Bitaar 
Pro/. Dr. T Cl)RES 

B**u‘dirlt% Bafcui 
{ CEVIKiE 

Gum- if TfktJ Bikim 
JV. TQRKMENOCIV 

Celma Bitaci 
0 . SAY 

Turem w Tan- Bikini 
O. BIRGIT 

Omun Bakam 

A. SENER 


Miff $*tonnr« Bakafti 

N. WK 

Malt** Bikam 
D*i. Dr. o. BAYKAL 

Tieei** Bakin 
/ ADAM 

Crda * Tarim * Ha*- Baltaai 
Bnt. K- OlAL 

Suit) «r T4. Bikini 

A. DOGRt/ 

Inn ft Ui* BaAiai 

A. TOPV2 

Owe. f* Soor Balani V. 

O. BIRGIT 
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Map: 

Aegean Archipelago 
f Attached] 



HELLENIC HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICE 


LEGEND 


Outer limits of ftettenic territorial Sea 

f&readth 6 77. Miles) 


Outer li mi is of furkisA ierri ior/at ■$£.<* 


f The glAovg it mi is are drawn, with the rite- 
thod of normal i<xs<sline. •Says were closed 
Ay straight la.SCline, up to a length of 
tO A/. Utiles). 


Limiting lines of Hellenic -Turkish and 
Jteitenic - /HActnian. terri toriat Seas drawn 
according to the principle of median line 
South of SAMuS island, the line is drawn 
according' to Italy' - furfey hitaterat 
agreement 1032 anal the Paris Convention 
of Peace 134-7. 


LIMITING LINES OF THE CONTINENTAL 
SHELF UNILATERALLY DECLARED BY 
TURKEY ON NOVEMBER 1 tk 1973 ANDON 


JULY 18 1974 RESPECTIVELY NOT TA¬ 

KING INTO ACCOUNT THE CONTINENTAL 


HIPELAGO 





ELLEN 1C COASTLINE 

SCALE 1 : 2.500.000 
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Annex II 


Official Correspondence Exchanged between Greece and Turkey 


1. Greek Note Verbale, 7 February 1974 


Ministere 

DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES 

F. 6243-29/AS 103 


Note Verbale 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Turkey and has the honour to bring to its knowledge the following: 

The Official Turkish Gazette published in its issue of 1 November 1973 
the text of an official Announcement of the Turkish Government granting as of 
18 October 1973 twenty-seven exploration permits for petroleum in the 
Aegean Sea to the Turkish Petroleum Company westward of Greek islands 
over a part of the seabed whose boundary lines are depicted on a chart 
attached to the Announcement and published on page 29 of the said issue 
of the Official Gazette. 

The above part of the seabed and subsoil thereof as depicted by straight 
lines of the said chart appertains to a very large extent both under the pro¬ 
visions of the Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf of 29 April 1958 
and the relative Greek Laws 142/1969 and 1182/1972 to the Greek islands 
Samothrace, Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesvos, Chios, Psara and Antipsara, 
On the seabed and subsoil of these islands Greece exercises sovereign rights 
with respect to the exploration of the seabed and the exploitation of its 
natural resources. On the basis of its sovereign rights as prescribed under 
Articles 1 (b) and 2 of the 1958 Geneva Convention, which codified inter¬ 
national law on the subject, Greece has granted since 1961 exploration 
permits for petroleum in the Aegean Sea westward of the above mentioned 
Greek islands in the same parts of the seabed as depicted in the Turkish 
Gazette chart. 

In view of the fact that in the above chart the continental shelf between 
Greece and Turkey is delimited by taking as base lines the continental parts 
of the State territory, irrespective of the existence of islands, the Greek 
Government would like to reiterate in this connection that in Article 1, 
paragraph f6J,ofthe 1958 Geneva Convention the continental shelf of islands 
is defined in the same way as for other territories. This means that international 
law concerning the delimitation of the continental shelf is as a general rule 
the same for islands as for the State as a whole. 

The Geneva Convention in this respect as well as international juris¬ 
prudence is harmonized with conventional and customary international law 
which provides that the delimitation of the continental shelf follows the 
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same principles irrespective of the continental or insular character of the 
territory. International law as developed by international practice and 
particularly by the agreements on the delimitation of continental shelf leaves 
no ambiguity to the effect that islands, as any other part of the coast, are 
entitled to have full seabed area. 

Furthermore, the delimitation of the continental shelf is based both in 
theory and practice of international law on the principle of equidistance as 
provided in Article 6, paragraph 1, of the Geneva Convention. In narrow 
waters where two or more States are opposite each other or adjacent to each 
other the question of delimitation of the continental shelf in the absence of 
agreement—and unless another solution is justified by special circum¬ 
stances—the boundary is always determined by the median line. In the North 
Sea Continental Shelf case the International Court of Justice held in para¬ 
graph 57 of its Judgment that a median line delimitation between opposite 
States will be always an equitable shelf division. 

The Greek Government, noting that the Greek islands of Samothrace, 
Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesvos, Chios, Psara and Antipsara form an 
integral part of the Greek State and that the territorial sovereignty over these 
islands extends according to international law to their seabed and subsoil as 
well as to their continental shelf for the purpose of exploring it and exploiting 
its natural resources, wishes to advise the Turkish Government that Greece 
reserves her full sovereign rights over the continental shelf and subsoil 
adjacent to the coasts of the above islands for the purpose of exploring it and 
exploiting its natural resources and consequently can not recognize the validity 
of the Turkish Government’s action to grant exploration permits westward 
of the said Greek islands. 

Finally, the Greek Government wishes to make it known that the sovereign 
rights for the purpose of exploring and exploiting the natural resources of 
the said isla'nds are exclusive, under Article 2, paragraphs 2 and 3, of the 
1958 Geneva Convention 

.. in the sense that if the coastal State does not explore the continental 
shelf or exploit its natural resources, no one may undertake these 
activities, or make a claim to the continental shelf, without the express 
consent of the coastal State [and that] The rights of the coastal State over 
the continental shelf do not depend on occupation, effective or national, 
or any express proclamation”. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avails itself of this opportunity to renew 
to the Embassy of Turkey the assurance of its highest consideration. 

Athens, 7 February 1974. 


To the Embassy of Turkey 
en VILLE 
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2. Note verbale turque, 27 fevrier 1974 

Ambassade de Turquie 
N° 183/39 


Note verbale 

L’ambassade de Turquie presente ses compliments au ministere des affaires 
6trangeres et, en reponse a sa note verbale n° F. 6243-29/AS 103 du 7 fevrier 
1974 et conformement aux instructions regues, a 1’honneur de porter & sa 
connaissance ce qui suit: 

Les permis d’exploration de petrole dans la mer Egee, faisant Tobjet de la 
note susmcntionnee, ont ete accordes par le Gouvernement turc apres une 
consideration soigneuse des conditions juridiques et en tenant dument compte 
des regies de droit international regissant la matiere, notamment des dis¬ 
positions de la Convention de Geneve de 1958 sur le plateau continental et de 
1’arret rendu le 20 fevrier 1969 par la Cour internationale de Justice dans les 
affaires du Plateau continental de la mer du Nord entre la Republique federale 
d’Allemagne et les Royaumes du Danemark et des Pays-Bas. 

Une etude geomorphologique du fond de la mer Egee, a la lumiere des 
regies precitees, prouve, en effet, 1’existence de vastes espaces sous-marins peu 
profonds tout au long et au large de la cote turque, qui constituent le pro- 
Iongement nature! de la presqu’ile anatolienne et, partant, son plateau con¬ 
tinental, tandis que les lies grecques situees tout pres de la c6te turque ne 
possedent pas de plateau propre. Or, le droit relatif au plateau continental 
nc decoule pas uniquement et nccessairement de la souverainete exerc^e sur 
un territoire, La configuration du fond de la mer qui baigne ou entoure le 
territoire en question est un des elements essentiels pour l’etablissement 
d’un tel droit. La Cour internationale de Justice souligne clairement l’impor- 
tance de cet dement quand elle declare, dans son arret, que: 

«c) pour les raisons exposees aux paragraphes 43 et 44, le plateau 
continental de tout Etat doit etre le prolongement naturel de son terri¬ 
toire et ne doit pas empieter sur ce qui est le prolongement naturel du 
territoire d’un autre Etat» (paragraphe 85 In fine). 

Le Gouvernement turc ne pourrait adherer, d’autre part, a I’opinion 
suivant laquelle la delimitation du plateau continental serait basee, en thtorie 
comme en droit, sur le principe de l’6quidistance. Bien au contraire, la 
methode essentielle de delimitation du plateau continental entre deux Etats 
dont les cotes se font face n’est pas l’equidistance, mais I’accord entre ces 
Etats. Le texte de la Convention de Geneve aussi bien que la jurisprudence 
dablie par 1’arret precit6 de la Cour internationale ne considerent, en effet, 
le principe de l’equidistance qu’en troisieme place, a defaut d’accord, et a 
moins que des circonstances speciales ne justifient une autre delimitation. Or, 
aucune initiative en vue de la conclusion d’un accord pour la delimitation du 
plateau continental entre les deux pays n'a ete prise jusqu’a present, tandis 
que le Gouvernement grec aurait commence, d’apres la note ministerielle, £l 
accorder des permis d’exploration de petrole dans la mer Eg6e depuis bientot 
quinze ans. 

Pour se convaincre de la justesse du point de vue qui vient d’etre brievement 
expose, il suffit de se referer aux nombreux paragraphes de I’arret de la Cour 
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consacrds a l’examen du principe de 1’dquidistance, dont les passages suivants 
sont extraits & titre d’exempies: 

«La notion d’6quidistance ne peut manifestement pas etre identifide k 
celle d’extension ou de prolongement naturel; car, comme on l’a ddja vu 
au paragraphe 8,1’emploi de la m&hode de l’equidistance aurait souvent 
pour rdsultat d’attribuer a un Etat des zones prolongeant naturellement 
le territoire d’un autre Etat lorsque la configuration cotiere du premier 
fait devier lateralement la ligne d’equidistance et ampule le second de 
zones situ£es juste devant sa facade maritime.)) (Paragraphe 44 in fine.) 

«]a raison esscntielle pour laquelle la mSthode de 1’dquidistance nc 
peut etre tenue pour unc regie de droit est que, si elle devait etre appli- 
quee obligatoirement en toutes situations, cette methode ne correspon- 
drait pas a certaines notions juridiques de base qui, comme on l’a cons¬ 
tate aux paragraphes 48 et 55, refietent depuis I’origine Vopinio juris 
en maticre de delimitation; ces principes sont que la delimitation doit 
etre 1’objet d’un accord entre les Etats interesses et que cet accord doit 
se r^aliser selon des principes 6quitables» (extrait du paragraphe 85). 

11 y a lieu de faire remarquer ici qu’au paragraphe 57 de 1’arret, mentionn6 
dans la note du ministere, la Cour n’emet pas un avis qui soit en contradiction 
avec ce qui vient d’etre relate; elle s’y attache simplement a expliquer les 
raisons des difficultes, moindres ou plus importantes, 6prouvees par la 
Commission du droit international des Nations Unies lors de 1’elaboration 
des regies relatives a la delimitation du plateau continental dans ies deux cas 
d’Etats limitrophes et d’Etats dont les cotes se font face, par la ligne latdrale 
et par la ligne mediane respectivement. 

Quant au role qui reviendrait aux lies mentionnees dans la note minist£- 
rielle en vue d'une delimitation, leur cas doit, de I’avis du Gouvernement turc, 
etre consider^ avant tout en conformite avec la notion meme de plateau 
continental telle qu’elle a 6te definie par la Convention de Geneve et l’arret 
de la Cour Internationale de Justice. 

La situation particuliere des iles en question est un deuxieme element 
majeur du probieme, Malgre le libelle n6cessairement gdn^ral et par conse¬ 
quent vague des dispositions de la Convention de Geneve, les regies etablies 
par la pratique internationale, ainsi qu’en temoignent plusieurs accords d£jk 
intervenus, interdisent, en efiet, 1’octroi d’une egale valeur a toutes les iles 
sans tenir compte de leurs caracteristiques et de leur situation particuliere 
quand il s’agit de la delimitation du plateau continental. Or, aussi bien les 
lies en question que (‘ensemble de la mer Egee — lieu de rencontre geogra- 
phique de tant d’interets importants et historiquement etablis de la Turquie et 
par son caractere de mer semi-fermee — constituent un exemple typique 
de «circonstances speciales» et doivent, a ce titre, etre traittes d’une faqon 
appropriee en vue de 1’application des regies du droit international maritime. 

En conclusion de ce qui precede, et tout en reservant ses droits legitimes, 
1c Gouvernement turc estime qu’il serait opportun de rechercher par voie 
d’accord une solution conforme aux regies du droit international pour les 
problemes qui se posent rclativement aux eaux communes de la mer Egie, 
ceci afin de prdvenir le developpement d’une situation qui pourrait entrainer 
des consequences prejudiciables aux interets mutuels et relations d’amitid et 
de bon voisinage entre les deux pays. 
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L’ambassade de Turquie saisit l’occasion de cette communication pour 
reiterer au ministere des affaires etrangeres les assurances de sa plus haute 
consideration, 

Athenes, le 27 fevrier 1974. 


Ministere des affaires etrangeres 

EN VILLE 


3, Creek Note Verbale, 24 May 1974 


Ministere 

des affaires etrangeres 
F. 6243.11/44/AS 812 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs present their compliments to the Embassy 
of Turkey and, with reference to the Embassy's Note No. 183/39, dated 
27 February 1974, have the honour to inform them that, while reserving all 
their rights under international law and their position as stated in their 
Note No. F. 6243-29/AS 103 of 7 February 1974, the Hellenic Government 
are not opposed to a delimitation of the continental shelf between the two 
countries based on the provisions of present day positive international law, 
as codified by the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf. 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs avail themselves of this opportunity of 
reiterating to the Embassy of Turkey the assurances of their highest con¬ 
sideration. 

Athens, 24 May 1974. 


To the Embassy of Turkey 
Athens 


4, Reponse turque, 5 juin 1974 

Ambassade de Turquie 
N° 543/131 

L’ambassade de Turquie presente ses compliments au ministere des 
affaires etrangeres et, se referant ^ sa note n° F. 6243.11/44/AS 812 du 24 mai 
1974, a l'honneur de lui faire savoir que le Gouvernement turc a pris bonne 
note de la communication suivant laquelle le Gouvernement hellenique n’est 
pas opposd a sa proposition de rechercher par voie d’accord une solution au 
probleme du plateau continental. 

Le Gouvernement turc tient & reaffirmer, & cette occasion, qu’il est fer- 
mement convaincu que i’interet bien compris des deux nations amies fait 
un devoir pour leurs gouvernements de deployer tous les efforts afin d’ap- 
porter des solutions concertees aux diff£rentes questions qui se posent en 
raison de leur voisinage dans la mer Eg6e. 
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Vu ce qui precede, et tout en reservant ses droits legitimes et sa position 
telle qu’elle a et6 d£finie par la note n° 183/39 du 27 fevrier 1974, le Gouver- 
nement turc declare etre pret a entamer les negociations pour la delimitation 
du plateau continental entre les deux pays, dans le cadre des regies du droit 
international, a la date qui sera indiquee par le Gouvernement hellenique en 
tenant compte de 1’importance et de 1’urgence du probleme. 

Cette ambassade saisit 1’occasion de reiterer au ministere des affaires 
etrangeres les assurances de sa plus haute consideration. 

Athenes, le 5 juin 1974. 


Ministere des affaires £trangeres 
EN VILLE 


5. Greek Note Verbale , 14 June 1974 


Ministere 

des affaires Etrangeres 
F. 6243/109/AS 1061 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs present their compliments to the Embassy 
of Turkey and have the honour to advise them as follows: 

1. By Note Verbale No. F. 6243-29/AS 103 dated 7 February 1974 the 
Ministry informed the Embassy that the Greek Government, for the reasons 
stated therein, reserved their 

“full sovereign rights over the continental shelf and subsoil adjacent to 
the coasts of the above islands [Samothrace, Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, 
Lesvos, Chios, Psara and Antipsara] for the purpose of exploring it and 
exploiting its natural resources and consequently can not recognize the 
validity of the Turkish Government’s action to grant exploration permits 
[of the continental shelf] westward of the said Greek islands”. 

2. On 29 May 1974, the Turkish naval research vessel Candarli (No. 593) 
escorted by several Turkish warships, sailed, without seeking or obtaining 
the consent of the Greek Government under Articles 2, paragraph 2, or 5, 
paragraph 8, of the Geneva Convention of 29 April 1958 on the Continental 
Shelf, into waters superjacent in whole or in part to the continental shelf of 
the islands: Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesvos, Skyros, Psara, Antipsara 
and Chios, with the aim, clearly and unequivocally stated by Turkish 
Cabinet members, of exploring the natural resources of said continental shelf 
(statements by Turkish Energy Minister, Mr. Kayra, of 29 and 30 May 1974). 

3. On 4 June 1974, an official release of the Turkish Government followed 
by a statement of the spokesman of the Turkish Foreign Ministry, Mr. Semih 
Akbil, announced that the Turkish research vessel Candarli had returned 
to base after carrying out all its tasks, which, according to Energy Minister, 
Mr. Kayra, were magnetometrical in nature (statement of 29 May 1974). 

4. The aforementioned statements of Turkish Cabinet Ministers and offi- 
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cials concerning the mission assigned and carried out by the naval research 
vessel Candarti constituting an admission of violation of the exclusive 
sovereign rights of Greece under Articles 1 (b), 2 (1) and 2 (2) of the Con¬ 
vention on the Continental Shelf signed at Geneva on 29 April 1958, the 
Hellenic Government hereby lodge a vigorous protest with the Turkish 
Government and reiterate that they reaffirm and reserve all their rights over 
the continental shelf of the Greek islands opposite the Turkish coast under 
the provisions of the relevant Geneva Convention of 1958. 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs avail themselves of the opportunity of 
reiterating to the Embassy of Turkey the assurances of their highest con¬ 
sideration. 


Athens, 14 June 1974. 


Embassy of Turkey 
en VILLE 


6. Reponse turque, 4 juillet 1974 

Ambassade de Turquie 
N° 653/167 

L’ambassade de Turquie presente ses compliments au ministere des 
affaires etrangeres et, se referant a sa note n° F. 6243/109/AS 1061 du 14 juin 
1974, a l’honneur de lui faire savoir que le Gouvernement de la REpublique 
de Turquie ne peut accepter la protestation du Gouvernement hellenique au 
sujet de pretendues violations du plateau continental hellenique par le 
batiment de recherche turc Candarti etant donne que cette protestation est 
denuee de tout fondement. 

En effet, Candarti a effectue rEcemment des recherches dans le plateau 
continental turc conformement aux regies du droit international et des 
recherches semblables continueront selon le programme de recherche 
pEtroliere des concessionnaires. 

D’autre part, la difference de point de vue exprimee par le Gouvernement 
hellenique dans la note susmentionnEe est, de 1'avis du Gouvernement turc, 
une indication de plus de la necessite et de l’urgence de la solution du pro- 
bleme de la delimitation du plateau continental entre les deux pays, par voie 
d’accord mutuel et conformement aux regies du droit international, comme 
il a 6t6 souligne dans la note n° 543/131 du 5 juin 1974 de cette ambassade. 

L’ambassade de Turquie saisit cette occasion pour renouveler au ministere 
des affaires Etrangeres les assurances de sa plus haute consideration. 

Athenes, le 4 juillet 1974. 


Ministere des affaires Etrangeres 
en ville 



28 


AEGEAN SEA 


7. Greek Note Verbale, 22 August 1974 


Ministere 

DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES 

No. F. 6243/115/AS 1917 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs present their compliments to the Embassy 
of Turkey and have the honour to advise them as follows: 

1. By Note Verbale No. F. 6243-29/AS 103 dated 7 February 1974, the 
Ministry informed the Embassy that the Greek Government, for the reasons 
stated therein, reserved their sovereign rights over the continental shelf and 
the subsoil of the islands Samothrace, Lininos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesvos, 
Chios, Psara and Antipsara for the purpose of exploring it and exploiting 
its natural resources. 

2. By Note Verbale No. 6243/109/AS 1061 dated 14 June 1974, the 
Ministry informed the Embassy that the Greek Government reiterated that 
they reaffirmed and reserved all their sovereign rights over the continental 
shelf of the Greek islands opposite the Turkish coast under the provisions 
of the relevant Geneva Convention of 29 April 1958, i.e.. Articles I (h), 
2 (2) or 5 (8). 

3. Following the above-mentioned Notes the Greek Government have 
been informed with regret that a new decision of the Turkish Government 
No. 7/8594, dated 2 July 1974, has been published in the Official Turkish 
Gazette in its issue No. 14949 of 18 July 1974 (pp. 1-3), by which exploration 
permits for petroleum “en bloc” are granted to the Turkish Petroleum 
Company in the Aegean Sea, westward of Greek islands over a part of their 
seabed, whose boundary lines are depicted on a new Chart attached to the 
decision and published on pages 2 and 3 of the said issue of the Official 
Gazette, dated 18 July 1974. 

4. The Greek Government wish to make it known once again that the 
sovereign rights for the purpose of exploring and exploiting the natural 
resources of the said islands’ continental shelf arc exclusive, under Article 2, 
paragraphs 2 and 3, of the 1958 Geneva Convention and the general prin¬ 
ciples of international law on this matter, in the sense that even if the coastal 
State does not explore the continental shelf or exploit its natural resources, 
no one may undertake these activities without the express consent of the 
coastal State. 

5. Consequently the Greek Government hereby lodge a vigorous protest 
with the Turkish Government and reiterate that they reject such unilateral 
acts and declare that Greece does not recognize any validity of the above 
Turkish Government’s actions, which are obviously in contradiction to the 
rules of international law and against the sovereign rights of Greece on the 
continental shelf. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avail themselves of this opportunity to 
renew to the Embassy of Turkey the assurances of their highest consideration. 


To the Turkish Embassy 
en VILLE 


Athens, 22 August 1974. 
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S. Turkish Reply, 16 September 1974 


836/226 

The Embassy of Turkey presents its compliments to the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and, with reference to their Note No. F. 6243/115/AS 1917 of 
22 August 1974, has the honour to inform them that the Government of the 
Republic of Turkey find the protest of the Greek Government on the subject 
of the exploration permits granted to the Turkish Petroleum Company in the 
Aegean Sea unacceptable, since the said areas are part of the Turkish con¬ 
tinental shelf. For the same reason they consider that the Greek claims on the 
above-mentioned areas are without any legal foundation. 

The Turkish Government would once more like to reiterate their statement, 
according to which a mutually acceptable solution to the problems of 
delimiting the sea areas of the Aegean, whose opposite coasts both countries 
share, should be reached through negotiations. They note with regret the 
attempts of the Government of Greece to impose one-sided solutions to the 
problems that can only be solved bilaterally, especially in an area such as the 
Aegean, whose unique geographical configuration and geologic structure 
are accepted facts. 

The Embassy of Turkey avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs the assurances of its highest consideration. 

Athens, 16 September 1974. 


The Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Athens 


9. Greek Note Verbale, 27 January 1975 


Embassy of Greece 
Ankara 


No. 6242.4/53/AS 293 


Note Verbale 

The Greek Embassy present their compliments to the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs and with reference to the exchange of Notes regarding the continental 
shelf in the Aegean, they have the honour to advise the Ministry as follows: 

They wish to remind the Ministry that by Note No. 6243.11/44/AS 812 of 
24 May 1974 the Greek Government had declared that, while reserving their 
position, they were not opposed to a delimitation of the continental shelf 
between the two countries, based on the provisions of present day positive 
international law as codified by the Convention on the Continental Shelf, 
signed at Geneva in 1958. 

The Turkish Government stated in response that they were willing to 
discuss the matter in the framework of-the rules of international law. 

However, the Turkish Government’s position according to which “the 
Greek islands sited near the Turkish coast have no continental shelf of their 
own”—a position reiterated on 16 September 1974—raises considerable 
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doubts as to the inclusion of all the provisions of said Convention on the 
Continental Shelf in their concept of the “rules of international law”. 

In view of the aforegoing and taking into additional consideration most 
recent authoritative clarifications given to the Greek Ambassador in Ankara 
to the effect that the Turkish Government is animated by a spirit of con¬ 
ciliation, the Greek Government propose that the differences over the 
applicable law as well as over the substance of the matter be referred to the 
International Court of Justice. Indeed, the Greek Government, without 
prejudice to their right to initiate Court proceedings unilaterally, would see 
considerable advantage in reaching jointly with the Turkish Government a 
special agreement under which reference to the Court might be made, as 
befits two neighbouring countries and fellow-Members of the United Nations 
Organization. 

The Greek Embassy would be most obliged to the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs if they could advise them in due time of the Turkish Government’s 
views on this proposal. 

The Embassy avail themselves of the opportunity of reiterating to the 
Ministry the assurances of their highest consideration. 

Ankara, 27 January 1975. 


To the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 


10, Turkish Reply, 6 February 1975 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 

No. 754.537-SIGM/S1MD/3-31 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Greece and, with reference to their Note of 27 January 1975, No. 
6242.4/53/AS 293, regarding the delimitation of the continental shelf in the 
Aegean Sea, has the honour to set forth the view of the Turkish Government 
for transmission to the attention of the Greek Government herebelow. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs welcomes the spirit of conciliation of 
Greece regarding its proposal to settle the dispute on the delimitation of the 
Aegean continental shelf through peaceful means. 

It is the considered view of the Turkish Government that various vital 
questions concerning the Aegean Sea are still outstanding between Greece 
and Turkey, which should be resolved through peaceful means. As Turkey 
and Greece are compelled to be friendly and co-operative by virtue of geo¬ 
graphy and mutual interests, there seems to be no other alternative but to 
settle their disputes through negotiation. 

Animated with this spirit and in view of the special geographic structure 
of the Aegean Sea, wherein both countries are confronted with issues to be 
settled yet, inter alia the breadth of the territorial seas in the Aegean and the 
use of its airspace, the Turkish Government hopes that the Government of 
Greece shall agree, with priority, to enter into negotiations with the Govern- 
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ment of the Republic of Turkey on the question of the Aegean continental 
shelf with a view to arriving at a mutually acceptable and satisfactory 
solution. 

Indeed, Turkey had proposed on various occasions the initiation of 
negotiations between the two countries, with the aim of solving the differences 
on the Aegean continental shelf peacefully, in a just and equitable manner. 
It should be noted regretfully that these Turkish proposals were not met by 
Greece and negotiations w r ere thus prevented. There is no doubt that mean¬ 
ingful negotiations constitute a basic method for the settlement of inter¬ 
national disputes. In view of the fact that such negotiations have not yet 
taken place, the issues relating to the disputes have neither been fully iden¬ 
tified nor elucidated. 

However, in principle, the Turkish Government favourably considers the 
Greek Government’s proposal to refer the dispute over the delimitation of 
the Aegean continental shelf jointly to the International Court of Justice. 
To this effect and to elaborate the terms under which the matter shall be 
referred to the said Court, Turkey proposes high-level talks to be initiated 
between the two Governments. The Turkish Government is of the opinion 
that the political nature and vital importance of the matter necessitates that 
these talks be held at ministerial level. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avails itself of the opportunity of reiterat¬ 
ing to the Embassy of Greece its highest consideration. 

Ankara, 6 February 1975. 


Embassy of Greece 
Ankara 


II. Greek Note Verbale, 10 February 1975 


Embassy of Greece 
Ankara 

No. 6242.44/20/AS 489 


Note Verbale 


Referring to Note Verbale No. 754.537-SIGM/SIMD/3-31 dated 
6 February 1975, addressed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey to 
the Greek Embassy in Ankara, the Greek Government note with satisfaction 
that the Turkish Government accept in principle their proposal that the 
question of the delimitation of the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea be 
submitted jointly to the Internationa! Court of Justice in The Hague. 

The Greek Government agree that, following suitable preparation, talks 
should be held in order to draft the terms of the special agreement / com- 
promisum) required to that effect. 

Should the Turkish Government desire that the delegations of the two 
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countries at the first stage of the talks be led by Ministers, the Greek Govern* 
ment would have no objection. 


Ankara, 10 February 1975. 


To the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 
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Annex III 


1. Communique conjoint, Rome, 19 mai 1975 

Les ministres des affaires etrangeres de Turquie et de Grece se sont ren¬ 
contres & Rome da 17 au 19 mai 1975 accompagnds de leurs experts. 

Les questions relatives au plateau continental de la mer Egde ont 6t6 
discutdes et une premiere etude d’un texte de compromis concernant la 
soumission de 1’affaire devant la Cour Internationale de Justice a eu lieu. 

A cette occasion les deux ministres ont passd en revue toutes les questions 
qui intdressent directement les relations entre les deux pays. 

La continuation des rencontres des experts dans un proche avenir a dtd 
convenue. 

Les entretiens des deux ministres se sont ddroulds dans une atmosphere 
de bonne volontd et un commun ddsir d’aplanir leurs diffdrends. 

Les deux ministres ont convenu de se recontrer de nouveau & Bruxelles k 
la fin de ce mois. 

Rome, le 19 mai 1975. 


2. Communique conjoint, Bruxelles, 31 mai 1975 

Au cours de leur rencontre les deux premiers ministres ont eu I’occasion 
de procdder A I’examen des probldmes qui conduisirent a la situation actuelle 
les relations de leurs pays. 

Ils ont ddcidd que ces problemes doivent etre rdsolus pacifiquement par la 
voie des ndgociations et concernant le plateau continental de la mer Egde par 
la Cour internationale de La Haye. Ils ont ddfini les lignes gdndrales sur la 
base desquelles auront lieu les rencontres prochaines des reprdsentants des 
deux gouvernements. 

A cet dgard ils ont decide d’accdldrer la rencontre d’experts concernant la 
question du plateau continental de la mer Egde, ainsi que celle des experts sur 
la question de 1’espace aerien. 

Les deux premiers ministres se sont trouvds d’accord que de part et d’autre 
des efforts soient faits aux fins de la creation et du maintien d’un bon climat 
dans les relations entre la Grece et la Turquie de sorte que les probldmes 
existants puissent etre rdsolus et que les deux pays soient amends au rdtablis- 
sement de leur cooperation & leur avantage mutuel. 

Enfin, les deux premiers ministres se sont trouvds d’accord pour apporter 
leur appui aux ndgociations intercommunautaires de Vienne. 

Bruxelles, Ie 31 mai 1975. 
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3. Turkish Proposal for a Joint Statement to the Press, 

September 1975 

In accordance with the agreement reached between the Foreign Ministers 
of Turkey and Greece in Rome in May 1975, which was later reaffirmed by 
Prime Minister Demirel and Prime Minister Caramanlis, the Turkish and 
Greek delegations of experts shall meet for the first time between 25 and 27 
September 1975 in Paris to discuss the question of mutual interest concerning 
the Aegean continental shelf areas and related problems between the two 
countries. The eight-member Turkish delegation will b'c headed by the Turkish 
Ambassador to Berne, Prof. Dr. Suat Bilge, and the Greek delegation 
by Ambassador J. Tzounis. 
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Annex IV 


1. Turkish Note Verbale, 30 September 1975 


Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 


No. 754.537/SIGM/SIMD/3-248 


The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Greece and in view of the recent difficulties encountered in realizing the 
long expected meeting of Turkish and Greek experts to examine the question 
of the Aegean continental shelf, has the honour to bring the following to 
their attention: 

The Turkish Government has proposed on many occasions that the dispute 
over the Aegean continental shelf be resolved through negotiations between 
the two countries, as this has always been the policy of the Turkish Govern¬ 
ment. The Turkish Government considers that unilateral actions in this field 
will only create new problems rather than solving existing ones. 

In accordance with this general policy, this Ministry, in its Note number 
754.537-SIGM/S1MD/3-31 of 6 February 1975, while proposing that the 
questions between Turkey and Greece relating to the Aegean continental 
shelf be solved through bilateral negotiations, at the same time indicated that 
Turkey did not object to the Greek proposal to submit the dispute to the 
International Court of Justice, provided that this could be done with the 
explicit consent of both parties. 

In conformity with the proposal contained in the said Note a meeting was 
arranged on 17-19 May 1975 in Rome between the Turkish and Greek 
Foreign Ministers to prepare the ground for negotiations at experts level. 
Turkey put forth in Rome that it will not be in the interest of the two coun¬ 
tries to submit the dispute to the International Court of Justice without first 
attempting meaningful negotiations, while Greece argued that the dispute be 
taken directly to the Court. 

The Turkish Foreign Minister emphasized that the peculiarities of the 
Aegean Sea created complex problems. Some aspects of the continental shelf 
concept are yet to be established. For this reason the principles to be applied 
can best be determined between the countries concerned. The Turkish Foreign 
Minister finally suggested in Rome that the responsibility of joint exploration 
and exploitation of the resources of the Aegean continental shelf could also 
be envisaged between Turkey and Greece, 

The Turkish Foreign Minister also suggested that negotiations for the 
delimitation of the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea should take place 
parallel with the preparation of a draft special agreement acceptable to both 
parties. This formula was finally accepted by Greece and further confirmed 
at the meeting which took place in Brussels on 30 May 1975 between the 
Prime Ministers of the two countries. In Brussels it was also decided that the 
two parties would initiate bilateral negotiations concerning all their problems. 
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Furthermore, it was also agreed upon that those issues relating to the Aegean 
continental shelf areas which could not be resolved by negotiations would 
be jointly submitted to the Court. 

The above-mentioned understanding between the two parties emanated 
then from their common desire to resolve their dispute by way of mutual 
agreement, which would reconcile their respective views and positions. 

However, the Greek Government, contrary to this understanding, recently 
attempted to reassert its previous point of view by insisting that expert level 
discussions envisaged to be held in Paris between 25 and 27 September 1975 
should directly and exclusively be limited to the drafting of a special agree¬ 
ment. This position of the Government of Greece prevented the realization 
of the said meeting. In the opinion of the Turkish Government the Paris 
meeting which did not take place is a lost opportunity. At this meeting a 
detailed examination of all issues related to the continental shelf of the 
Aegean could have been embarked upon, while at the same time the joint 
drafting of the special agreement could have been initiated. 

The Turkish Government also considers that the recent position taken by 
the Greek Government in this respect is not in line with the spirit of Article 33 
of the Charter of the United Nations. Furthermore, concerning the delimi¬ 
tation of marine areas, a negotiated settlement is a specific obligation for the 
parties involved. 

The Turkish Government reiterates once more its point of view that the 
best method of solving these differences is bilateral negotiations. A just and 
fair agreement based on equitable principles. Therefore, in accordance with 
this principle and in a spirit of goodwill and conciliation the Turkish Govern¬ 
ment calls upon the Greek Government to enter into meaningful negotiations 
as soon as possible. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avails itself of this opportunity to renew 
to the Embassy of Greece the assurances of its highest consideration. 

Ankara, 30 September 1975. 


Embassy of Greece 
Ankara 


2. Greek Note Verbale, 2 October 1975 

MlNISTfeRE 

des affaires Strangles 
F. 6243.15/190/AS 3780 


Note Verbale 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs present their compliments to the Embassy 
of Turkey and, with reference to Note No, 754.537-SIGM/SIMD/3-248 
addressed on 30 September 1975 to the Greek Ambassador in Ankara by the 
Turkish Foreign Ministry, have the honour to state the following: 

The issue of the delimitation of the continental shelf appertaining to the 
two countries in the Aegean was raised by the Turkish Government, when, 
on 1 November 1973, without prior notice to or consultation with the Greek 
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Government, they granted a number of oil concessions in the Aegean to the 
Turkish Petroleum Company (TPAO) some of which encroached upon the 
continental shelf of the Greek islands. 

The Greek Government contested the validity in international law of 
these concessions, and an exchange of Notes took place in which the two 
Governments stated their respective positions. These being irreconcilable, 
the Greek Government were led to propose on 27 January 1975 that the 
“differences over the applicable law as well as over the substance” of the 
delimitation of the continental shelf be referred jointly by Greece and Turkey 
to the International Court of Justice. 

By Note of 6 February 1975, the Turkish Government, after reiterating 
their preference for a negotiated settlement, for which, however, no common 
ground had been found, specifically agreed to the Greek proposal. The 
relevant passage of the Turkish Note reads as follows: 

“However, in principle, the Turkish Government favourably considers 
the Greek Government’s proposal to refer the dispute over the deli¬ 
mitation of the Aegean continental shelf jointly to the International 
Court of Justice. To this effect and to elaborate the terms under which 
the matter shall be referred to the said Court, Turkey proposes high- 
level talks to be initiated between the two Governments. The Turkish 
Government is of the opinion that the political nature and vital im¬ 
portance of the matter necessitates that these talks be held at ministerial 
level.” 

Greece acquiesced, and the matter thus seemed settled: there was agreement 
over referral to the International Court of Justice, there was agreement over 
what was to be referred to the Court, namely the delimitation of the conti¬ 
nental shelf, there was agreement over the level of the talks and there was 
agreement on the object of these talks, i.e.: “to elaborate the terms under 
which the matter shall be referred to the Court”. 

That this was also the understanding of the Turkish Government of the 
time was confirmed by Prime Minister Irmak, in a statement to the Turkish 
Grand National Assembly on 3 March 1975, He said: 

“The Greeks have answered positively to our proposal concerning 
talks prior to our going to The Hague. These [talks] did not start yet. 
The object of the talks will be the special agreement (compromis) which 
will define the basis of the case.” 

A meeting of the Foreign Ministers of Greece and Turkey was subse¬ 
quently arranged in Rome on 17-19 May, which, according to the relevant 
joint communique published on 14 May in the Greek and Turkish Press, 
had the stated purpose of: 

examining the modalities of submitting the question of the con¬ 
tinental shelf of the Aegean Sea to the International Court of The Hague. 
The Ministers would also exchange views on other matters concerning 
Greco-Turkish relations.” 

Since the two Governments were already agreed on jointly referring the 
delimitation of the continental shelf to the Court, the only “modality” to be 
examined was the drafting of the text of the special agreement defining the 
Court’s terms of reference. 

When the two delegations met in Rome the Greek side submitted a draft 
text of a compromis for negotiation. The Turkish side stated that they were 
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not yet ready to discuss it and needed more time to prepare themselves. Asked 
whether at least they could state their legal position they avoided to do so. 

They suggested however the possibility of joint exploitation of certain 
unspecified areas of the continental shelf. It was finally agreed between the 
two Foreign Ministers that a committee of experts would meet at the earliest 
possible date to negotiate the special agreement. 

At this meeting the Turkish ideas of joint ventures could also be further 
explored. The Press communique issued after the Rome meeting read in part 
as follows: 

“Les questions relatives au plateau continental de la mer Eg6c ont 
ete discuses et une premiere etude d’un texte de compromis concernant 
la soumission de I’affaire devant la Cour international de Justice a eu 
lieu. 

A cette occasion les deux ministres ont pass£ en revue toutes les 
questions qui intiressent directement les relations entre les deux pays. 

La continuation des rencontres des experts dans un proche avenir a 
etd convenue.” 

When the Prime Ministers of the two countries met in Brussels on 31 May 
1975, it was agreed that the issue would first be formally submitted to the 
International Court and that talks in view of an eventual agreed solution 
were not excluded to follow. That International Court proceedings were the 
agreed choice of the two Prime Ministers for the settlement of the delimitation 
of the continental shelf is stated unequivocally in the joint communique issued 
by them which reads as follows in French: 

"Au cours de leur rencontre les deux premiers ministres ont eu l'occasion 
de proceder a I’examen des probtemes qui conduisirent a la situation 
actuelle les relations entre leurs pays. 

Ils ont decide que ces problimes doivent etre resolus pacifiqucment par 
la voie des n£gociations et, au sujet du plateau continental de la mer Eg£e, 
par la Cour internationale de La Haye. Ils ont defini les lignes generates 
sur la base desquclles auront lieu des rencontres prochaines des represen- 
tants des deux gouvernements. 

A cet dgard, ils ont decide d'acceferer la rencontre d’experts concernant 
la question du plateau continental de la mer Egee, ainsi que celle des experts 
sur la question de I’espace aerien.” 

Under the Brussels agreement the meeting of experts on the continental 
shelf was to be accelerated, Accordingly on 26 June, the Greek Government 
through their Ambassador in Ankara proposed that it should take place in 
July with a view to drafting the special agreement necessary for submitting 
the issue to the Court, The Turkish Government objected that time was too 
short for the preparation of their experts. 

On 30 June the Ambassador again raised the issue personally with the 
Turkish Foreign Minister. 

On 9 July the Greek Foreign Minister sent a message to his Turkish 
colleague in which, after confirming the understanding of the two Prime 
Ministers, he expressed the hope that an early date would be set for expert- 
level discussions. 

On 20 August, the Greek Ambassador enquired again with the Turkish 
Foreign Ministry whether they could indicate “a date and venue for the 
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meeting of the mixed Commission, which would draft the special agreement”. 
In order to avoid any misunderstanding on the purpose of the proposed talks, 
the Ambassador left an informal note with the Turkish Foreign Ministry. 

It follows from the aforegoing that the Turkish Government were left in 
no doubt whatever as to the purpose of the meeting of experts, which was 
finally set for 25-27 September in Paris. However when, three days before 
the meeting, the question arose of issuing a joint statement to the press 
indicating the scope of the expert-level talks, the Turkish Government 
submitted a text in which no mention whatever was made of the special 
agreement. When the Greek Ambassador objected, the Turkish side con¬ 
tended that the continental shelf did not exist by itself, that it was part of a 
wider complex of problems, that there were several ways of settling it, of 
which referral to the Internationa! Court was only one, and that, conse¬ 
quently, the terms of reference of the experts should be broad enough in 
order not to preclude the discussion of the wider, yet unspecified issues. It 
was further intimated that it might not even be necessary to go to the Inter¬ 
national Court and that in any event the Turkish Government were not in a 
position to state publicly at this juncture that the issue of the continental shelf 
would be referred to the Court. 

The Greek Ambassador pointed out that the issue of the continental shelf 
was clearly one of delimitation, that under previous agreements this was to 
be settled by the International Court, that under the Brussels agreement 
initiation of Court proceedings would take precedence over possible talks 
and that in order to submit the issue to the Court it was necessary to draft a 
special agreement. He added that in the judgment of the Greek Government 
the Paris meeting ought to take place with a view to drafting a compromis, 
which, if agreed upon, would have a beneficial effect on the relations between 
the two countries. The Ambassador further said that, in order to avoid 
possible misunderstandings which might confuse the issues, and could have 
prejudicial effects, the object of the meeting should be clearly indicated in 
advance. However, if for reasons that the Greek Government could not 
understand but that were decisive in the judgment of the Turkish Govern¬ 
ment, the latter felt that the meeting should be briefly postponed, the Greek 
Government would accept a short postponement thereof, it being however 
clearly understood that they still maintained, under the Brussels agreement, 
that recourse to the International Court of Justice was a matter of priority 
and that it was necessary and urgent. 

Regretfully the Turkish Government chose to postpone the meeting. The 
Greek Government agree that an opportunity was thus lost, but can assume 
no responsibility for the cancellation of the meeting. Neither can it agree 
that in insisting for an early referral of the issue to the highest international 
tribunal, they were not acting in the spirit of Article 33 of the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

The Greek Government have repeatedly stated that they look forward to 
settling all their international differences by peaceful means as befits a peace- 
loving country and a Member of the United Nations. They could not agree 
more with the Turkish Government that “unilateral actions in any field 
only create new problems instead of solving existing ones”. It is in accordance 
with these principles and in a spirit of friendliness and of conciliation that 
they call upon the Turkish Government to agree to an early drafting of the 
special agreement which would enable the International Court of Justice to 
proceed to the delimitation of the continental shelf appertaining to the two 
countries. 
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The Greek Government believe that recourse to the Court would greatly 
improve relations between Greece and Turkey, and would facilitate further 
talks of the two Governments. 

In concluding, the Greek Government would like to record their surprise 
at the fact that the text of the Turkish Note was released to the Press almost 
prior to its receipt by the Greek Government, which is not in accordance with 
normal diplomatic practice. 

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs avail themselves of this opportunity of 
reiterating to the Embassy of Turkey the assurances of their highest con¬ 
sideration. 

Athens, 2 October 1975. 


Embassy of Turkey 

EN VILLE 


3. Turkish Note Verbale , 18 November 1975 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 

No. 754.537-SIGM/SLMD/3-284 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Greece and with reference to the Note No. 6243.15/190/AS 3780, dated 
2 October 1975 which was delivered in Athens to the Turkish Charge 
d’Affaires has the honour to bring the following to the attention of the 
Greek Government: 

The Aegean Sea, the coasts of which are shared by Turkey and Greece, 
is an area that has equal importance for each of them. Both countries have 
vital, strategic, economic and political interests in the area. Throughout 
history, the Aegean and its resources have been freely and equally shared 
and used by the peoples of the Anatolian and the Greek peninsulas. 

The present differences have arisen because the continental shelf of the 
Aegean has yet to be delimited. Since the emergence of the situation, the 
Turkish Government in its official communications, contacts and on all 
informal occasions has consistently pointed out that due to the extremely 
complex problems involved in drawing a boundary line and to the parti¬ 
cularities of the region and its immense importance for the two countries, 
the delimitation of the area can only be realized jointly if an equitable solution, 
acceptable to both sides, is found. 

The Government of Turkey, which has always aspired to the settlement of 
its disputes by making use of all peaceful means, was pleased to see that 
during the Rome meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the two countries in 
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May 1975, the Greek side agreed to seek a negotiated settlement of the 
differences, bearing also in mind the Turkish proposal for joint exploration 
and exploitation of resources, and to try to prepare, if necessary, a draft 
special agreement for the joint reference to the International Court of Justice 
of those aspects of the situation which, they might agree, were the points of 
genuine disagreement between the two sides. 

The Brussels meeting of 31 May 1975 gave the Prime Ministers of Turkey 
and Greece a chance to reiterate the decision of their Foreign Ministers and 
to express their desire to solve all the problems that exist between their two 
countries peacefully through negotiations. 

In view of the foregoing, the Government of Turkey does not share the 
Greek side’s interpretation that the parties have already agreed to refer the 
dispute to the International Court of Justice without prior negotiations. For 
this very reason, numerous partial quotations from previous Turkish com¬ 
munications contained in the Greek Note of 2 October 1975, No. 6243.15/ 
190/AS 3780, do not reflect their full context as well as that of the statement 
made by the former Turkish Prime Minister and the understanding reached 
between the two countries at the Rome and Brussels meetings. 

The Turkish Government finds it essential to reiterate once more its view 
that the questions between Turkey and Greece relating to the Aegean con¬ 
tinental shelf be solved through bilateral negotiations and that such nego¬ 
tiations are regarded as specific obligations of States by international law 
and practice as well as by the rulings of the International Court of Justice. 
With regard to this specific obligation the Court in its decision on the Norlh 
Sea Continental Shelf case clearly states; “the Parties are under an obligation 
to enter into negotiations with a view to arriving at an agreement, and not 
merely to go through a formal process of negotiation” and “they are under 
an obligation so to conduct themselves that the negotiations are meaningful 
which will not be the case when either of them insists upon its own position 
without contemplating any modification of its case”. 

As the Government of Greece must be aware, nearly all States throughout 
the world presently involved in the delimitation of continental shelf areas are 
trying to solve their problems by bilateral or multilateral negotiations. In 
this context, the Government of Turkey would like to remind the Government 
of Greece that on various occasions as well as during the meetings held in 
Rome the Turkish side has emphasized that the mere exchange of notes 
cannot be construed as bilateral negotiations with a view to arriving at an 
agreement. In fact, only bilateral negotiations could render it possible for the 
parties to accommodate their differences in order to reach an equitable and 
acceptable solution. The negotiations already undertaken by Turkey and 
Greece on the question of the Aegean airspace, in accordance with the 
agreement reached between the two Foreign Ministers in Rome, constitutes 
a good example in this respect. 

In spite of the willingness of Turkey to negotiate, the two countries have 
so far not been able to enter into negotiations as required by international 
law. 

The Government of Turkey therefore invites the Government of Greece 
to a meeting to be held as soon as possible with the aim of conducting 
meaningful negotiations for exploring thoroughly and earnestly all possibili¬ 
ties of an agreed equitable settlement taking into account the interests of 
both countries, as well as for considering joint submission of unresolved 
but well-defined legal issues, if necessary, to the International Court of 
Justice. 
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The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avails itself of this opportunity to renew 
to the Embassy of Greece the assurances of its highest consideration. 

Ankara, 18 November 1975. 


Embassy of Greece 
Ankara 


4. Note verbale grecque, 19 dicembre 1975 

Ambassaoe de Grece 
F. 6242.44/136/AS 3978 

Note verbale 

L’ambassade de Grece presente ses compliments au ministere des affaires 
itrangeres et, se riferant a sa note n° 754.537-SIGM/SIMD/3-284 en date 
du 18 novembre 1975, a l’honneur de lui faire savoir ce qui suit: 

Le diffirend entre la Grece et la Turquie concerne la delimitation du 
plateau continental dans la mer Egee. II est ne de 1’absence de delimitation 
de ce plateau. La note turque du 18 novembre 1975 le reconnait expressiment 
et le Gouvernement grec est d’accord sur ce point fondamental. 

Son objet est done limite et precis et ne concerne en rien les interets vitaux 
stratigiques ou politiques des deux pays, qui ne sont pas en cause. 

Les notes ichangies entre les deux gouvernements ont revile que ceux-ci 
sont en disaccord sur les principes du droit international applicable it la 
delimitation du plateau continental et sur la mise en oeuvre de ces principes 
dans le cas concret de la mer Egie. En consequence, le Gouvernement grec a 
propose le 27 janvier 1975 de soumettre le differend & la Cour Internationale 
de Justice et le Gouvernement turc en a accepti le principe. 

Cet accord qui a eti riaffirmi lors des rencontres de Rome et de Bruxelles 
constitue en 1 ui-meme une admission que les positions des deux gouverne¬ 
ments tant sur les principes du droit international conventionnel et cou- 
tumier que sur leur application se sont rivilies inconciliables. Aucun fait 
nouveau n’est intervenu depuis ces rencontres. Au contraire la note turque 
du 30 septembre 1975 reconnait qu’un disaccord fondamental subsiste 
puisqu’elle confirme que, lors de la riunion de Rome, le ministre des affaires 
itrangeres de Turquie a conteste 1'existence meme de principes itablis pour 
la definition du concept du plateau continental et sa delimitation. 

La Grece remplit pleinement ses obligations internationales en proposant 
de defirer un differend constate et irriductible <t la Cour internationale de 
Justice. A cet igard, la reference de la note turque d 1’arret de la Cour inter¬ 
nationale dans I’affaire- du Plateau continental de la mer du Nord n’est pas 
pertinente dans le cas present. En effet, la Cour n’a pas inviti les parties & 
nigocier aux fins de deroger aux principes de droit international relatifs & la 
dilimitation du plateau continental, 

Toutefois, le Gouvernement hellinique considere, puisqu’une nigociation 
est de toute fa?on nicessaire pour procider & la redaction de 1’instrument 
destini 4 saisir la Cour internationale de Justice, qu’il est sous-entendu que, 
si dans le courant de cette negotiation des propositions etaient faites pour 
iliminer les points de disaccord entre les deux gouvernements relatifs & la 
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delimitation du plateau continental de la mer Egee, ces propositions feraient 
1’objet d’un examen approprie. 

Si le Gouvernement turc est d’accord sur ce qui precede, Ie Gouvernement 
hellenique proposerait qu’une reunion dans ce but soit tenue dans le courant 
du mois de janvier 1976. 

L’ambassade de Grece profite de la circonstance pour reiterer au minist£re 
des affaires 6trangeres les assurances de sa tres haute consideration. 

Ankara, le 19 decembre 1975. 


MlNISTfeRE DES AFFAIRES fTRANGERES 
EN VILLE 
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Annex V 


1. Turkish Note Verbale, 15 March 1976 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Ankara 

SIGM/SIMD/3-754.537-49 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Greece and, with reference to its Note No. 6242.44/136/AS 3978 of 19 
December 1975, has the honour to bring the following to the attention of the 
Greek Government: 

The Turkish views on the negotiations between Turkey and Greece on the 
Aegean continental shelf areas, which were explicitly stated recently in the 
Turkish Notes of 30 September and 18 November 1975, and explained in 
the opening statement made by the head of the Turkish delegation during 
the Berne meeting, remain the same. 

The Government of Turkey would like to point out that the delimitation of 
the Aegean continental shelf areas directly affects the vital interests of both 
countries. For this reason the Government of Turkey believes that a mutually 
acceptable settlement of the delimitation shelf areas in the Aegean sea is 
important to maintain the delicate balance established by the Lausanne 
Peace Treaty of 1923. 

The Government of Turkey is of the opinion that the Berne meeting 
provided both sides with the opportunity of stating and clarifying their 
initial positions. Furthermore, the Turkish Government believes that the 
future meetings between the representatives of the two countries which will 
be open to meaningful negotiations, in conformity with the oral assurance 
given to the Government of Turkey on 19 December 1975 in Ankara as 
agreed in Berne, will lead to a solution acceptable to both sides. 

The Government of Turkey avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the 
Embassy of Greece the assurances of its highest consideration, 

Ankara, 15 March 1976. 


2. Note verbale grecque, 22 mai 1976 

F. 6243/25/AS 3000 

Note verbale 

L’ambassadeur de Grece presente ses compliments au minist^re des 
affaires etrangdres et, en rdponse & la note de celui-ci n° S1GM/SIMD/3- 
754.537-49 en date du 15 mars 1976, a l’honneur de porter &sa connaissance 
ce qui suit: 
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A la suite des notes 6chang£es entre les deux gouvernements depuis fevrier 

1974 et des rencontres des ministres des affaires dtrangeres k Rome en mai 
1975, des deux premiers ministres k Bruxelles en mai 1975 et de la corres- 
pondance qui a suivi ces rencontres, une nouvelle rencontre d’experts a 
encore eu lieu a Berne du 31 janvier au 2 fevrier 1976. L’objet de cette ren¬ 
contre etait, pour reprendre le libelle des notes, turque en date du 18 novembre 

1975 et grecque en date du 19 decembre 1975, le suivant: 

«The Government of Turkey therefore invites the Government of 
Greece to a meeting to be held as soon as possible with the aim of 
conducting meaningful negotiations for exploring thoroughly and 
earnestly all possibilities of an agreed equitable settlement taking into 
account the interests of both countries, as well as for considering joint 
submission of unresolved but well-defined legal issues, if necessary, 
to the International Court of Justice)) 


et 


«Toutefois, le Gouvernement hellenique considere, puisqu’une 
negotiation est de toute fa?on necessaire pour proc6der a la redaction 
de l’instrument destine a saisir la Cour internationale de Justice, qu’il est 
sous-entenduque,si dans le courant de cette negotiation des propositions 
etaient faites pour eiiminer les points de disaccord entre les deux gou¬ 
vernements relatifs a la delimitation du plateau continental de la mer 
Eg6e, ces propositions feraient l’objet d'un examen appropriti » 

Ainsi le Gouvernement hellenique, tout en estimant que les negotiations 
ant6rieures avaient montr6 I’existence entre les deux Etats d’un d6saccord de 
principe qui, conform6ment a rechange de notes entre eux, devait etre soumis 
£ la Cour internationale de Justice, a cependant accepte de reprendre les 
negotiations en vue d’6liminer les points de d6saccord. 

Neanmoins, si ce rdsultat ne pouvait etre atteint, il 6tait stipule que con- 
formement au libelle de la note turque du 18 novembre 1975 les deux gouver¬ 
nements soumettraient, d’un commun accord, les questions juridiques non 
r6solues a la Cour internationale de Justice. 

Des la premiere seance de la reunion de Berne, la delegation grecque a 
rappeie les points suivants qui sont fondamentaux en droit: 

a) I’unite territoriale et politique entre les parties continentales et insulaires 
de l’Etat hellenique, 

b) l’existence d’un plateau continental propre aux lies, 

c) [’application de la regie de la ligne mediane au trace de la ligne de demar¬ 
cation entre les lies grecques et les territoires turcs. 

Or la delegation turque a affirme que les lies de Limnos, Chios, Samos, 
Lesvos, Aghios Efstratios, Ikaria et Cos ne pouvaient avoir un plateau 
continental etceci sort pareeque ces lies constitueraient de simples elevations 
(protuberances) sur ce que la Turquie considere comme son propre plateau 
continental, soit parce que dans une £poque tres lointaine elles auraient 
appartenu g6ologiquement au continent asiatique. 

La delegation turque a insiste cl plusieurs reprises sur l’exigence en droit 
international de negotiations meaningful sans pour autant accepter la conse¬ 
quence de cette obligation, a savoir que les negotiations doivent avoir comme 
base la Convention de Gen6ve de 1958, dans la mesure oil elle fait droit entre 
les deux Etats, ainsi que les autres normes de droit international applicables 
en la matiere. Par contre la delegation hellenique a soutenu que ces nego- 
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ciations ne pourraient porter que sur !e trace de la ligne midiane qui, dans 
le cas d’Etats se faisant face, corame la Grece et la Turquie, constitue la 
regie a appliquer pour delimiter les parties du plateau continental relevant de 
chacun d’entre eux. La diligation turque perdait ainsi de vue que le probleme 
i regler est essentiellement juridique. 

En presence dc cette prise de position, la delegation grecque a inviti la 
delegation turque a constater l’existence d’un disaccord de principe et k 
faire toute proposition de nature k le reduire ou a Feliminer. La diligation 
turque n’a presente aucunc proposition & cet effet, 

Les negotiations de Berne ont ainsi non seulement confirmi 1’existence 
du differend deja constate par les ichanges de notes entre les deux Gouver- 
nements et les reunions susmentionnies mais encore firent clairement 
apparaitre que les negociations dans leur ensemble n’avaient pas marqui 
de progres. 

Tout en partageant l’avis du Gouvernement turc que la dilimilation du 
plateau continental en mer Egie est importante, le Gouvernement hellinique 
ne croit pas que ceile-ci est affectee par les dispositions du Traite de Lausanne 
ou vice versa. 

Le Gouvernement hellinique voudrait repeter que la negotiation nesaurait 
avoir lieu en derogation des normes du droit international concernant la 
delimitation du plateau continental et que, partant, la Grice renonce aux 
droits qui lui reviennent en vertu de ces normes. II veut esperer que le nouveau 
tour de negociations qui aite convenu pour le mois de juin prochain aboutira 
& un echange de vues plus prometteur; a defaut de quoi il ne resterait plus 
aux deux gouvernements qu'a proceder a la redaction du compromis pour 
saisir la Cour de leur differend, conformiment aux engagements pris entre 
eux. 

L’ambassadeur de Grice saisit cette occasion pour renouveler au ministire 
des affaires etrangeres les assurances de sa tres haute considiration. 

Oslo, le 22 mai 1976. 


Au MJNISTERE DES AFFAIRES iTRANGERES 
DE LA RdPUBLlQUE DE TURQUIE 
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Annex VI 


Statement of the Greek Delegation at 
the Meeting of Experts of the Governments of Greece and Turkey 
in Berne on 19 and 20 June 1976 


1, At our last meeting Mr. Tzounis said that the object of the meeting was 
not to discuss joint ventures but to set out the context of the dispute so that 
we would negotiate a compromis to go to the Court. Common ventures might 
be a matter for discussion once the boundary question was resolved. 

2. Your delegation, Mr, Ambassador, neither agreed nor disagreed that 
there was a dispute. You put forward certain general ideas, which Mr. Tzounis 
summarized as follows: 

«aj Selon la these turque Iesiles sont privees de plateau continental. II y 
a la un point de disaccord fondamental. 
b) La ligne de delimitation tracee par le cote turc passe a l'ouest des 
lies grecques et elle est connue par les actes que le Gouvernement 
turc a deja publies dans le journal officiel. 11 y a done un differend 
juridique sur les principes de la delimitation et sur les lignes de 
demarcation.)) 

3. You asked our delegation also to state its case, and 1 may conveniently 
summarize the five points which we then made, as follows: 

(1) The rule of international law respecting the delimitation of common 
continental shelf boundaries in the case of opposite States is the median 
line rule. 

(2) This rule applies whether the delimitation concerns insular or continental 
seabeds, provided there is continuous seabed between the opposite States 
which conforms with the definition of continental shelf. 

(3) Since this rule confers legal rights upon Greece, it follows that Greece is 
under no obligation to negotiate a settlement which would involve any 
surrender of these rights. 

(4) In particular, no provision of the United Nations Charter requires 
negotiation rather than judicial settlement in the case of any right of a 
Member which is contested by another Member, 

(5) In particular, no special rule of customary international law exists which 
requires States which lie on opposite sides of a common continental shelf 
to negotiate a boundary except by reference to the application of the 
median line rule. 

4, The Greek delegation knows of no rule of international law which is 
applicable to the division of a common continental shelf between opposite 
States, other than the rule of the median line. Your delegation, Mr. Ambas¬ 
sador, made a contribution on the subject of the geology of the Aegean, from 
which I concluded that you were seeking to make the point that the ordi- 
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nary rule does not apply in the Aegean because of a discontinuity in the sea¬ 
bed. 

5. I confess not to have understood this argument. If it is to deny that 
there is a common continental shelf extending between Greece and Turkey 
the whole way across the Aegean, the argument would, apparently, be the 
basis for saying that the islands are mere protuberances on the Turkish 
continental shelf. But, again, this is a point which l failed to understand, 
because one of the rules in the Continental Shelf Convention is the rule that 
islands have continental shelves as well as continents. The International 
Court in the North Sea case said that this Article was customary law (p. 37, 
para. 57), 

6. This being so, we return to the point of opposite States, An equidistance 
line, discounting, of course, special circumstances such as rocks and islets 
which would have a capricious effect on the boundary, could be traced by 
any cartographer, automatically so as to give Turkey and the islands a 
common boundary according to the only rule of international law known 
to the Greek delegation. 

7. You, Mr. Ambassador, said that your delegation wanted time to think 
about all of this because it appeared to strike you as novel. Subsequently, the 
Greek Government wrote a Note to your Government in which it said: 

aToutefois, le Gouvernement hellenique considere, puisqu’une n£go- 
ciation est de toute facon necessaire pour proceder a la redaction de 
I’instrument destine a saisir la Cour internationale de Justice, qu’il est 
sous-entendu que, si dans le courant de cette negociation des proposi¬ 
tions Staient faites pour eliminer les points de disaccord entre les deux 
gouvernements relatifs & la delimitation du plateau continental de la 
mer Egee, ces propositions feraicnt l’objet d’un cxamen approprid.» 

8. Accordingly, Mr. Ambassador, we wait to hear that you have some 
proposals which the Greek delegation would wish to consider, failing which I 
take it that we are here to draw up a compromis, and we should like to get 
on to that. To clarify the matter, since your delegation has had the oppor¬ 
tunity to consider the points made by the Greek delegation at the last meeting, 
there are a number of questions that have been asked, and to which you no 
doubt are now in a position to give answers: 

(1) Do you agree that this is a situation of opposite States? 

(2) Do you agree that in the case of opposite States the rule is that of the 
median line? 

(3) Do you agree that islands have continental shelves? 

(4) At the last meeting you quoted Article 33 of the United Nations Charter. 
Do you agree that this has nothing to do with the negotiation to apply 
standard rules of international law? 

(5) Do you agree that there is no other text to be cited which could have such 
an effect? 

(6) In short, does your delegation wish Greece to waive rights vested in her 
by international law, in order to reach a solution of the dispute? 

9. If the answers to these questions, Mr. Ambassador, do not coincide 
with the doctrine advanced by Greece, it is clear that we have a deadlock. 
If these answers are not refutations of that doctrine, but sidestep the points 
made by the Greek delegation, it is equally clear that we have a deadlock. 
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If we have a deadlock there seems to me to be no alternative than to have the 
matter resolved judicially. 

10, On the other hand, Mr. Ambassador, if, as the Greek Note to your 
Government put it, you have proposals to make, my understanding is that the 
Greek delegation will give them proper attention. 



50 


AEGEAN SEA 


Annex VII 


I. Press Release Issued after the Meeting of the National 
Security Council of Turkey on 13 July 1976 
Which Took Place under the Chairmanship of the President 
of the Turkish Republic , Mr. Koruturk 

“...In the course of this meeting consideration has been given to the infor¬ 
mation provided to the Council concerning researches which would be 
undertaken by the seismic research vessel MTA-Sismik I, in the Turkish 
territorial sea and in the high seas. It has been decided to recommend to the 
Government that it should take all appropriate measures so that the scien¬ 
tific researches of the ship would be achieved normally.” 


2. A Clarification Published by the Newspaper Milliyel' on 14 July 1976 

“...Official Turkish sources, referring to the expression ‘appropriate 
measures’ mentioned in the Press release issued after the meeting of the 
National Security Council of Turkey on 13 July 1976 concerning the scien¬ 
tific researches of the vessel Sismik /, stated that the vessel would not be 
accompanied by warships, but that nonetheless all necessary measures would 
be taken so as to detect immediately any attack against the vessel and to 
respond instantaneously in case of such attack. In order to guarantee that 
the vessel would be able to carry out its researches normally, its movements 
would be followed by special devices. It was said that this was the sense of the 
communique of the National Security Council.” 
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Annex VIII 


1. Aide-memoire grec, 24 mars 1976 


Ambassade de Grece 
A Ankara 


Aide-memoire 

L’ambassade de Grece se refere & l'interview du ministre de l’6nergie, 
M. S. Kilic, publiee par I’hebdomadaire Yanki des 8-14 mars 1976. 

Le Gouvernement heI16nique a not6 que, repondant a des questions sur la 
prospection d’hydrocarbures en mer, M. le ministre de l’energie s’est r£f6r£ & 
trois reprises £ la prospection en mer Eg6e. 11 a dit notamment: 

(A) «Nous avons accord^ des concessions couvrant des surfaces de 
deux millions d’hectares en mer. En y ajoutant les concessions precd- 
dentes, la surface se monte a six millions d’hectares. Ceci couvre le total 
de nos revendications sur le plateau continental. Toutes les concessions 
ont dtd accorddes a la TPAO.» 

(B) «Nous avons pris en collaboration avec les ministeres des affaires 
dtrangeres et de la defense toutes les mesures imaginables. Nous protd- 
gerons nos droits en Egec exactement comme nous le faisons pour nos 
droits a 1’intdrieur du territoire du pays.» 

(C) « Le premier pas est de poser les fondements de droits souverains 
en Egde de fa^on incontestable. Les questions d’ordre dconomique 
viennent ensuite.» 

Le Gouvernement helldnique estime qu’au moment ou tine procedure se 
trouve en cours pour regler de maniere pacifique le differend entre les deux 
pays sur la question de la delimitation du plateau continental en mer Egde 
et dans la mesure oil elles toucheraient k ce differend les declarations prdcitees 
pretent & Equivoque. II veut espdrer qu’elles ne presagent pas une action 
quelconque de la part du Gouvernement turc en mer Egee qui serait de 
nature <t miner les discussions amorcEes par les experts des deux pays, selon 
1’engagement pris par leurs gouvernements, afin de limiter, si possible, les 
points de disaccord sur la question de la delimitation du plateau continental 
avant de la soumettre a la Cour internationale de La Haye. 


Ankara, le 24 mars 1976. 
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2. Translation of Statement by the Turkish Foreign Minister , Mr. Caglayangil, 
to Radio Ankara on 24 July 1976 in Answer to Declarations Made by Mr. Ecevil 

on 22 July 1976 

Mr, Ecevit continues to persist in his tactics of bringing the issues of 
seismic research which we intend to conduct, and those of the Aegean, into 
internal politics. Having started by claiming that the mission had been 
degraded and then by referring to certain technical aspects of the question, 
he appears to consider that it is to his advantage to air in public the contents 
of the file on an issue actually under discussion between the two countries. 

Making the questions of the research to be conducted by Sismik I and the 
problem of the continental shelf in the Aegean an issue in the polemics 
between the Government and the Opposition is liable to prejudice supreme 
State interests. Thus any reference to specific assertions made with regard to 
the Mora should be avoided at all costs. 

There are irrefutable answers to all the legal and technical questions which 
Mr. Ecevit has raised, but there is an appropriate time and place for these 
answers. 

I shall confine myself to refuting only those assertions which cause con¬ 
fusion and which may be considered contrary to our national interests. 

According to Mr. Ecevit, the most important thing is to determine the 
resources of the sea in the areas of the Aegean claimed by Turkey. Sismik 1 
will carry out precisely this important mission. It will even be able to carry 
out its mission not only in the areas of the Aegean where rights are claimed 
as Mr. Ecevit says, but also in all the areas of the Aegean outside the terri¬ 
torial waters of Greece. Seismic research has no other goal and purpose than 
to determine resources below the sea. And this is what will be done. 

Because there is a continental shelf issue between our neighbour and 
ourselves, the Greek Press has chosen to characterize this research as a 
provocation and an act of aggression. 

Turkey, as well as Greece, claiming that certain areas below the sea 
constitute a continental shelf belonging to them, have undertaken certain 
actions in the course of time. Both sides have claimed rightful ownership of 
some areas and these areas constitute the question that must be settled. 

We have declared to the whole world that the research we intend to conduct 
is not aimed at violating the rights of others and that, as it was not possible to 
arrive at a mutual acceptance of the claims of the two countries, the two 
parties should reserve their views and that the questions of the scientific 
research to be carried out and the delimitation of the continental shelf should 
not be confused with each other. There was no reaction to this view of ours. 

Our attitude cannot be construed as meaning that we have given up our 
claims or accepted the claims of Greece, The question is certainly connected 
with the continental shelf. But the carrying out of seismic and scientific 
research regarding the continental shelf is not the same as actually initiating 
exploitation of natural resources; because by conducting scientific research 
one cannot establish rights in the areas where this research is carried out. 

Neither Greece nor third countries which have carried out research in the 
Aegean have asserted that “I carried out research here and therefore these 
areas are mine”. 

Article 52 of the third chapter of the draft agreement of the Conference 
on the Law of the Sea stipulates that “scientific research activities cannot 
form a basis for any legal claim regarding the environment of marine 
resources”. That is the view which we support. If de facto situations are 
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created in certain areas of the continental shelf before the issue is settled, 
there is no need for negotiations between the two countries and any hope 
of attaining a peaceful solution by peaceful means should be abandoned. 
We have not chosen that way. 

We pursue, in accordance with the programme of our Government, the 
actions that we have initiated for the peaceful settlement of the question of the 
continental shelf between Greece and ourselves. 

In our opinion, the continental shelf of the Aegean presents particularities 
because of its physical structure and geographical situation. We shall pursue 
in the same spirit our efforts to settle this issue to the satisfaction of our views 
and rights and by striking a balance in our mutual interests. 

Greece, however, has completed seismic surveys of certain areas and 
acquired knowledge of resources below the sea even before this issue emerged, 
Turkey has also undertaken such research in the past but for various reasons 
was not able to complete it. Therefore our right to acquire knowledge which 
Greece has also acquired cannot be disputed. 

The research which Greece previously conducted and completed did not 
prejudice sovereign and other rights of Turkey. It is not possible to accept the 
Greek contention that research which Turkey will conduct can be considered 
as a violation of Greece’s rights. During a conversation that we had with 
Mr. Ecevit on the question of defence co-operation between Turkey and the 
USA the question of the law on authorization was raised and he has now 
made his own comments regarding that conversation and formulated certain 
opinions on the matter. According to Mr. Ecevit, the non-issuance of decrees 
on questions related to the Aegean, by virtue of a law which authorizes the 
Government to do this, has led to the loss of rights. This view is incorrect. 
We have applied ourselves to converting the principles, on which our rights 
in the Aegean are founded, into national legislation and have drafted legis¬ 
lative proposals. We have conferred on this matter with all the experts, 
including the internationally-known consultants who collaborate with us. We 
have reached the conclusion that it would be more favourable to national 
interests not to commit ourselves to any binding regulations on the matter, 
in view of the fact that the law of the sea is developing, the relevant scientific 
and legal views have not yet been fully clarified, and in view of the need to 
have principles for the protection of Turkey’s rights on the continental shelf 
of the Mediterranean, as well as the Aegean and the Black Sea, without 
creating contradictions. 

It must also be stressed that it is not possible for rights to be created in the 
field of international law by the issuance of national legislation. 

Besides, Governments entitled to issue legislative decrees are also competent 
to issue laws. As it is certain that all political parties, irrespective of the 
Government in power, will back any law on this matter serving the interest 
of the country, there can be no talk about a loss. I wish to say the following: 
not even the minutest part of our rights has been lost. Exceptional diligence 
is being shown for the protection of our sovereign rights and national in¬ 
terests. In view of this situation, the concern of those who make irresponsible 
efforts to create the impression that all Turkey’s rights in the Aegean are 
being jeopardized is vain. With the exception of a short-lived Government 
which the Republican Popular Party formed, Turkey is not a State which has 
lost its courage or reached the point of being unable to protect its national 
interests. 
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3. Note verbale grecque, 7 aout 1976 


Ambassade de Grece 
a Ankara 

F. 6242.42/285/AS 2183 

L’ambassade de Grece presente ses compliments au ministere des affaires 
dtrangeres et, d’ordre de son Gouvernement, a l’honneur de porter & sa 
connaissance qu’a 19,45 heures du 6 aout 1976 le navirc turc MTA-Sismik I 
a 6t6 observe dans les eaux internationales mais surjacentes le plateau con¬ 
tinental grec. Vers 22.00 heures le Gouvernement hellenique 6tait inform^ 
qu’a partir de 20.54 heures il avait 6td constat^ que le navire operateur turc 
proc6dait a une exploration sismique du plateau continental grec sans le 
consentement du Gouvernement hellenique. Cette exploration continuait 
au moins jusqu’a 22.40 heures. 

A 00.30 heure du 7 aout le navire MTA-Sismik 1 quittait les eaux couvrant 
le plateau continental grec. 

La region oil furent effectuees les explorations est comprise entre les sept 
points de coordonnees suivants: 
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Selon les normes du droit international cette partie du plateau continental 
de la mer Egee releve de la Grece. 

Le Gouvernement hellenique proteste contre cette violation flagrante de 
ses droits souverains decoulant du droit international et demande au Gouver¬ 
nement turc de prendre d’urgence toutes mesures utiles afin que cette violation 
ne se r£pete pas a l’avenir. II declare dgalement reserver tous ses droits sur le 
plateau continental relevant de la Grece. 

L’ambassade de Grece saisit cette occasion pour renouveler au ministere 
des affaires etrangeres les assurances de sa tres haute consideration, 

Ankara, le 7 aoGt 1976, 


4. Turkish Reply, 8 August 1976 

Republic of Turkey 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

SIGM/SIMD/3-754.526 4432 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its compliments to the Embassy 
of Greece and with reference to its Note No. 6242.42/285/AS 2183 of 7 August 
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1976 has the honour, under the instructions of its Government, to communic¬ 
ate the following to the Greek Government: 

Since the delimitation of the Aegean continental shelf between Turkey and 
Greece has not been effected, the recent Greek attempt to qualify certain 
areas beyond the territorial waters in the Aegean as “the Greek continental 
shelf” is in contravention with the rules and principles of international law. 
Consequently, the Greek claim of violation of the Greek sovereign rights is 
completely unfounded. 

The Government of Turkey would also like to draw the attention of the 
Greek Government to the fact that MTA-Sismik 1 is carrying out its researches 
outside the territorial waters in the Aegean where the continental shelf is yet 
to be delimited. 

The Government of Turkey, while reserving its position regarding the 
delimitation of the Aegean continental shelf, would like to reiterate that 
unilateral declarations or claims of Greece do not constitute a legal basis for 
establishing sovereign rights on the continental shelf, on which Turkey and 
Greece have undertaken bilateral negotiations with a view to finding an 
acceptable solution to both parties. 

In view of the foregoing considerations, as it has been orally expressed to 
the Greek Ambassador, His Excellency Mr. Cosmadopoulos, on 7 August, 
the Government of Turkey deems the protest of the Greek Government, 
which is devoid of any basis, totally unacceptable. 

The Government of Turkey states that the research activities shall be 
carried out in accordance with the established programme and urges the 
Greek Government to refrain from all provocative acts which may hinder the 
research activities of MTA-Sismik I in the Aegean. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs avails itself of this opportunity to renew 
to the Embassy of Greece the assurances of its highest consideration. 

Ankara, 8 August 1976. 


5. Note verbale grecque, 9 aout 1976 

Ambassade de Gr£ce 
a Ankara 

F. 6242.42/305/AS 2196 

L’ambassade de Grece presente ses compliments au ministere des affaires 
etrangeres et, d’ordre de son Gouvernement, a l’honneur de porter & sa 
connaissance ce qui suit: 

Le Gouvernement grec avait tout lieu d’esp6rer que, pendant que les 
negociations avec le Gouvernement turc au sujet de la delimitation du plateau 
continental de la mer Egee se poursuivaient, le Gouvernement turc ne pren- 
drait aucune mesure et n'entreprendrait aucune action de nature a faire 
obstacle au succes de ces negociations. 
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Or, le 14 mars 1976, le ministre de I’energie turc, M. Kilic, dEdarait 
publiquement qu’un navire specialement equipe en vue de l’exploration du 
plateau continental allait operer, sur tes instructions ou, en tout cas, avec 
l’autorisation du Gouvernement turc, dans des zones qui, comme |c Gouver- 
nement turc ne pouvait l’ignorer, sont considerees par le Gouvernement 
hellenique comme appartenant au plateau continental grec en vertu des normes 
du droit international. 

Le Gouvernement hellenique n’a pas manque de faire part de ses inquie¬ 
tudes a ce sujet au Gouvernement turc par demande d’ecfaircissements sur les 
intentions de ce dernier, prEsentEe oralement par 1'ambassadeur de Grece 
M. Dimitri Cosmadopoulos k S. E. le ministre des affaires Etrangeres de 
Turquie, en date du 17 mars 1976. Cette demande futsuivie d’un memorandum, 
aux memes fins, remis le 24 mars 1976 par 1’ambassade de Grece k Ankara 
au ministere des affaires etrangeres, Ni l’une ni I’autre de ces demarches n’a 
obtenu de rEponse satisfaisante. 

Dans ces conditions, et lors de la rencontre d’experts sur le plateau con¬ 
tinental qui a eu lieu a Berne les 19 et 20 juin a.c., le negociateur grec a attire 
1’attention de la delegation turque en seance pleniere et de son chef en con¬ 
versation privee sur 1’importance que la Grece attachait a ce que chacun des 
deux Etats s’abstienne de toute mesure ou action susceptible d’aggraver la 
situation dans la mer Eg6e ou de prejuger des droits definittfs des parties. 

La conduite de recherches sismiques par le navire operateur turc MTA- 
Sismik /, sans le consentement du Gouvernement hellenique, dans les zones 
que celui-ci considErait comme appartenant au plateau continental grec a 
ete spEcifiquement mentionnEe, en conversation privEe avec le chef de la 
delegation turque, comme constituant aux yeux du Gouvernement hellEnique 
une circonstance portant atteinte a ses droits et un dement particulierement 
aggravant de la situation en mer Egee. 

Plus rEcemment encore dans deux entretiens avec S. E. le ministre des 
affaires Etrangeres de Turquie, en date du 21 et du 23 juillet 1976, l’ambassa- 
deur de GrEce & Ankara a reiterE de la maniere la plus explicite les apprehen¬ 
sions que soulevait au sein du Gouvernement hellenique 1’atteinte que por- 
terait & ses droits une eventuelle exploration, sans son consentement, du 
plateau continental relevant de la Grece. 11 a egalement soulignE les conse¬ 
quences prEjudiciables aux relations entre les deux pays et, plus gEnEralement, 
a la situation en mer Egee qu’une pareille action pourrait entrainer. 

A la suite de ces entretiens, le Gouvernement hellenique, soucieux de 
prEvenir ces consequences indEsirables, a examine certaines assurances 
verbales donnEes a 1’ambassadeur de Grece par S. E. le ministre des affaires 
etrangeres de Turquie. II s’agissait de s'assurer que les recherches du navire 
MTA-Sismik / scraient purement scientifiques et que de toute fafon elles ne 
leseraient pas les droits souverains de la Grece sur son plateau continental. 
Le Gouvernement grec avait suggErE que 1’itinEraire du MTA-Sismik i lui fut 
communique ii I’avance pour eviter par la suite des malentendus indesirables 
et que les rEsuItats de ces recherches purement scientifiques fussent publies. 
Mais, avant meme de prendre connaissance des vues du Gouvernement 
hellenique, le ministre des affaires Etrangeres de Turquie, qui n’avait pas 
trouve 1c temps de recevoir auparavant 1’ambassadeur de Grece, faisait une 
declaration a la radio-television turque qui, de par son contenu, mettait fin a 
ces deliberations. 

Or, de 19.45 heures le 6 aoQt 1976 k 00,30 heure le 7 aofft 1976, le navire 
turc MTA-Sismik l fut observe effectuant une exploration sismique du plateau 
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continental relevant de la Grece et notamment dans la region comprise entre 
les points determines par les coordonnees suivantes: 
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Le 7 aoflt 1976 le Gouvernement helienique protestait aupres du Gouver- 
nement turc contre cette activite iliegale en droit international du navire 
op£rateur turc et demandait que toutes mesures utiles fussent prises afin 
d*6viter sa repetition a I’avenir. 

Par note verbale sub n° SIGM/SIMD/3-754.526 4432 en date du 8 aoftt, 
le Gouvernement turc a rejete cette protestation avec des arguments que 
le Gouvernement helienique ne peut pas accepter. En particulier, 1’argument 
selon lequel le plateau continental n’a pas encore ete ddlimite ne justifie 
certainement pas des actions qui cr6ent des tensions et rendent plus difficile 
la solution du difT6rend. D’ailleurs, puisque le Gouvernement turc a choisi 
de contester la position helienique, il eOt dO, au lieu d’entreprendre une 
action de fait quelconque, avoir recours 4 un organe international etabli, 
pour que soit juge par celui-ci le bien-fonde de ses pretentions. 

Car il est fondamental en droit que le contestataire a la charge de la preuve 
de sa contestation. Tandis que, s’il se livre 4 des actions de fait, il glisse dans 
Parbitraire. 

Nonobstant ce qui precede, le navire turc a continue son exploration 
iliegalc du plateau continental grec de 11.20 heures du 7 aoOt a.c. 4 13.30 
heures du 8 aoflt a.c. sans interruption. L’exploration a 6t6 reprise 4 15.00 
heures le 8 aoOt et se poursuivait jusqu’4 18.00 heures. La region explore est 
indiquee par les coordonn6es suivantes: 
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Par periodes le navire operateur etait 

escorte par des heiicopteres ou des 


avions de cooperation maritime ou un dragueur de mines des forces armees 
turques, ce qui rend les circonstances de la violation des droits souverains 
de la Grece particulierement aggravantes. 
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A la lumiere des circonstances pr£citees le Gouvernement hellenique e!6ve 
solennellement une protestation energique centre ces actions entreprises sans 
son consentement et en violation des regies du droit international et demande 
au Gouvernement turc de mettre fin a ces activites iltegales et de s’abstenir 
ulterieurement de toute action provocatrice. 11 va sans dire que ces activites 
ne peuvent avoir pour effet de modifier les droits de la Grece sur ie plateau 
continental de ia mer Egee relevant d’eile, que Je Gouvernement hellenique 
declare riserver integralement. II se reserve egalement de tirer de 1’action du 
Gouvernement turc toutes les consequences de fait ou de droit qu’il appar- 
tiendra. 

L’ambassade de Grece saisit cette occasion pour renouveler au ministere 
des affaires 6trangeres les assurances de sa tres haute consideration, 

Ankara, le 9 aofH 1976. 
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Annex IX 


RSglement pacifique des differends internationaux 
Acte g£n£ral, Gen£ve, le 26 septembre 1928 


Grece 1 


Adhesion 

A rensemble de 1’Acte ... le 14 septembre 1931 

Sous les reserves suivantes: 

Sont exclus des procedures decrites par l’Acte general, sans en excepter 
celle de conciliation visde it son chapitre I: 

(a) les diffdrends nds de faits antdrieurs, soit a l’adhdsion de la Grece, soit 
& I’adhdsion d’une autre Partie avec Iaquelle la Grece viendrait h avoir 
un diffdrend; 

(b) les diffdrends portant sur des questions que le droit international laisse it 
la competence exclusive des Etats et, notamment, les diffdrends ayant 
trait an statut territorial de la Grece, y compris ceux relatifs it ses droits 
de souverainctd sur ses ports et ses voies de communication. 


1 Societe des Nations, Recueil des trade's, volume CXI, 1931, page 414. 
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Annex X 


ReGLEMENT PACIFIQUE DES DIFFERENDS INTER NATION AUX 

Acte central, Geneve, le 26 septembre 1928 


TURQUIEl 


Adhesion 

A Fensemble de 1’Acte ... le 26 juin 1934 
Sous les r£serves suivantes: 

Seront exclus des procedures decrites dans ledit acte: 

(a) les differends nes au sujet de faits ou de situations ant£rieurs a la 
presente adhesion; 

(b) les differends portant sur les questions que le droit international laisse 
a la competence exclusive des Etats; 

(c) (es difFerends touchant aux relations entre la Turquie et une tierce 
Puissance. 


1 Societe des Nations, Recueil des trades, volume CL1I, 1934, page 297. 
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Cases to Which This Request Relates 

1. I have the honour to refer to the Application dated today, 10 August 
1976, by which Greece has instituted proceedings against Turkey relative to 
the continental shelf appertaining to certain Greek islands in the Aegean Sea ; 
and hereby to submit, in conformity with Article 33 of the General Act for the 
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, 1928, Article 41 of the Statute 
of the Court and Article 66 of the Rules of Court, a request for the laying 
down or indication by the Court of provisional measures of protection for the 
preservation of the rights of Greece pending the final decision in (or 
alternatively “outcome of’) these proceedings. 

Rights to Be Protected 

2. The following are the rights which Greece submits are entitled to 
protection : 

(i) The sovereign rights of Greece for the purpose of researching, exploring 
and exploiting the continental shelf appertaining to Greece and adjacent 
to the islands of Samothrace, Limnos, Aghios Eustratios, Lesbos, Chios 
Psara, Antipsara, Samos, Ikaria and all the islands of the Dodecanese 
group (Patmos, Leros, Kalimnos, Kos, Astypalaia, Nisiros, Tilos, Simi, 
Chalki, Rhodes, Karpathos, etc ), hereinafter called the islands, which 
rights are exclusive in the sense that if Greece does not undertake 
research on the continental shelf or explore it or exploit its natural 
resources, no-one may undertake these activities, or make a claim to the 
said continental shelf, without the express consent of Greece. 

(ii) The right of Greece to the performance by Turkey of its undertakings 
contained in Article 2, paragraph 4, and Article 33 of the Charter of the 
United Nations and in Article 33 of the General Act for Pacific Settlement 
of International Disputes to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of any judicial decision given in these 
proceedings and to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which 
may aggravate or extend the present dispute between Greece and Turkey. 

(iii) All rights appertaining to Greece under or in consequence of the final 
decision of the Court in the present proceedings. 

Grounds of the Request 

3. The following are amongst the principal considerations that justify the 
present Request; 

(i) The Greek Application, referred to in paragraph 1 above, discloses: 

(a) facts relating to the grant by Turkey of exploration licences in respect 
of the areas of the continental shelf which Greece claims to appertain 
to Greece ; 

(b) exploration activity undertaken by Turkey or under licence from 
Turkey in respect of the said areas, and 

(c) the fact that the Turkish Government has taken measures of a 
military character with a view to ensuring the protection of the 
Sismik 1 while it is operating illegally upon the continental shelf of 
Greece. 
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(ii) Such grants of exploration licences and such exploration activity must 
tend to anticipate the judgment of the Court; and, if such judgment were 
given in favour of Greece, would deprive Greece of the fujl benefit 
thereof, inasmuch as licensing and exploration is intended to prpvide 
information which properly concerns only the State exercising sovereign 
rights over the continental shelf in question, in order to enable it to 
formulate its policy respecting this area and the exercise of such rights, 
which it alone is entitled to do. 

A State’s rights to exploration of its continental shelf are exclusive and, if 
exploration is undertaken by another State, not only is this exclusivity 
destroyed but the damage caused is irreparable. The loss of exclusive control 
by the State over the dissemination of information regarding the resources of 
areas of its continental shelf will cause irremediable harm to its interest in 
controlling and developing future exploration in the interests of the State. 

(iii) Such licensing and exploration activities, if continued during the course 
of the proceedings, would aggravate the dispute, prejudice the main¬ 
tenance of friendly relations between Greece and Turkey, in par¬ 
ticular by a further dangerous exacerbation of public feelings and lead to 
military measures or actions which may endanger international peace 
and security, 

4. (a) On 21 July 1976 and again on 23 July 1976 the Greek Ambassador 
in Ankara conveyed to the Turkish Foreign Minister, in most explicit terms, 
the grave concern of the Greek Government over the infringement of the legal 
rights of Greece by way of an eventual exploration without its consent of the 
continental shelf in the Aegean Sea appertaining to Greece. He also pointed 
out the prejudicial effects of such exploratory activity on the relations between 
the two countries and, more generally, on the situation in the Aegean. 

(b) In an effort to prevent these undesirable developments the Greek 
Government considered certain oral assurances given to the Greek Am¬ 
bassador in Ankara by the Turkish Foreign Minister, with a view to en¬ 
suring that the researches made by the vessel Sismik I would be purely 
scientific, and would in no case encroach upon the sovereign rights of Greece 
on her continental shelf. However, before being apprized of the final views of 
the Greek Government, the Turkish Foreign Minister, who had not spared the 
time to receive the Greek Ambassador previously, made a public statement 
over the Turkish radio and television system, which by its very nature 
effectively terminated these deliberations. 

(c) On 6 August 1976, as of 19.45 hours, the Turkish research vessel Mia- 
Sismik /., was observed engaging in seismic exploration of an area of the 
continental shelf of the Aegean appertaining to Greece and comprised within 
the following co-ordinates: 
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Seismic exploration of the Greek continental shelf ceased on 7 August at 
00.30 hours. 
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(d) On 7 August the Greek Government addressed a Note to the Turkish 
Government in which it protested against the violation of its legal rights, 
requested that the tatter take all necessary measures to ensure that this 
violation would not recur in the future and reserved all its rights under 
international law. On 8 August 1976 the Turkish Government rejected the 
Greek protest which it “deemed devoid of any bases and totally unaccep¬ 
table". It also stated that the “research activities should be carried out in 
accordance with the established programme”. 

(e) On 7 and 8 August 1976 the Turkish research vessel escorted by a 
Turkish minesweeper and, intermittently, by Turkish aircraft, continued its 
exploration of the Greek continental shelf in an area comprised within the 
following co-ordinates : 
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(f) On 9 August the Greek Government sent a Note to the Turkish 
Government indicating that: 

I. it could not accept the grounds for the rejection of its protest -, 

II. the illegal exploration of the Greek continental shelf continued as set forth 
above; and 

III. the military escort provided to the Turkish research vessel rendered the 
circumstance of the violation of its sovereign rights particularly ag- 
gravating. 

The Greek Government lodged a solemn and vigorous protest against these 
actions, requested the Turkish Government to cease these activities and 
refrain from any ulterior provocative action, and reiterated the reservation of 
its legal rights on the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea appertaining to 
Greece. The texts of the Turkish Foreign Minister’s public statement 
mentioned in subparagraph (b) above, of the Greek Government’s protest 
dated 7 August 1976 and of the Turkish Note dated 8 August, mentioned in 
subparagraph (d) above, of the Greek Note dated 9 August 1976 and the 
Memorandum therein referred to, and addressed by the Greek Embassy to the 
Turkish Foreign Ministry on 24 March 1976, mentioned in subparagraph (0 
above, appear in Annex VIII, of the Application Instituting Proceedings. 

The Extreme Urgency of the Request 

5. In addition to the fact that their very purpose constitutes a violation of 
the sovereign rights of Greece, the exploration activities of Turkey with 










66 


AEGEAN SEA 


respect to the continental shelf of Greece are accompanied by measures of a 
military character which also per se constitute a threat to the peace of the 
region. For its part, Greece is obliged in response to these measures to place its 
own forces in a state of readiness and to send naval units to the area of 
operations of the Sisntik I to maintain surveillance not only of this ship but 
also of the Turkish naval and air units which are in contact with the ship for 
the purpose of protecting it in its illegal activities. In consequence, sizeable 
armed forces of both countries are facing each other throughout this period of 
Turkish exploration with all the dangers that such a situation entails. The 
above-mentioned circumstances impress the present request with special 
urgency. 


Interim Measures Proposed 

In the light of the foregoing considerations, Greece submits that this is a 
proper and necessary case for the Court to exercise its power to lay down or 
indicate provisional measures of protection in order to preserve the respective 
rights of the Parties pending the final outcome of the proceedings. 

Greece accordingly requests the Court to direct that the Governments of 
both Greece and Turkey shall: 

(1) unless with the consent of each other and pending the final judgment of 
the Court in this case, refrain from all exploration activity or any scientific 
research, with respect to the continental shelf areas within which Turkey 
has granted such licences or permits or adjacent to the Islands, or 
otherwise in dispute in the present case ; 

(2) refrain from taking further military measures or actions w-hich may 
endanger their peaceful relations. 


(Signed) Nicolas KarANDREAS. 


The Hague, 10 August 1976. 



